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ABSTRACT
Evaluating the Effects of Non-Anonymity on Student Team-Member Evaluations
Taylor R. Smith
Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering
Master of Science
This thesis investigates the effect that non-anonymity has upon student team-member
evaluations; more specifically, it looked at how to create conditions of openness and honesty in
which students will readily give and receive constructive criticism. The central hypothesis of this
research is that if students are taught and prepared to properly give and receive constructive
criticism, and have multiple opportunities to do so, non-anonymous feedback is the most
effective and desirable. In order to gauge the effects of non-anonymity, eight specific hypotheses
relating to different aspects of the feedback process were tested. Predictions were made as to the
effects upon the self-awareness and defensiveness of those who received feedback, the honesty
and candor of those who provided it, as well as the effect upon teams’ levels of trust and unity,
and levels of performance.
The statistical analysis showed that non-anonymity had no significant effect upon selfawareness, trust and unity, and performance. Significant differences were observed for honesty
and candor, as well as defensiveness. Although some of these differences were in favor, others
were contrary to the assumptions that were made. One of the results showed that at the beginning
of the procedure, non-anonymous ratings were more lenient, but at the end of the process there
was no difference. This was as expected. In regards to the overall process, non-anonymous
students perceived ratings to be less honest and candid. A second conclusion was that nonanonymous students were actually more defensive towards negative feedback.
In the end, there was no strong evidence for or against non-anonymity, and thus it appears that
there was no major treatment effect. There are two justifications as to why this may be the case.
These are based upon insights gained from the free-response section of a follow-up survey which
the participants took. First, if non-anonymous feedback does indeed produce positive outcomes it
may take a longer period of time for these differences to be noticed. This process took place over
only about a three-month period, and feedback was received only 3-4 weeks apart. Secondly,
when teams are small (i.e., only 3-5 members), it is difficult to maintain anonymity, which
essentially removes the treatment.
From these observations, the final recommendation of this report is that for students working in
small teams, non-anonymous feedback is preferable. This is because, as just noted, anonymity is
difficult to maintain even if it is a required condition. It seems that pretending that anonymity
exists, when in fact it does not, actually hinders transparency and trust. Also, it seems that giving
feedback non-anonymously will more effectively prepare students for working on teams in their
careers, as this is more reflective of the way that feedback will be provided in the workforce.
Keywords: Self-awareness, feedback, self-other agreement, overrater, underrater, in-agreement,
accountability, non-anonymous, anonymous
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1 – Introduction

1.1 – Purpose
The purpose of this research is to investigate the effects of non-anonymity upon teammember evaluations for student group projects; this condition of non-anonymity is in contrast to
the traditional anonymous method which is generally used. More particularly, this study will
gauge the effects of non-anonymity upon the self-awareness and defensiveness of those who
receive feedback, the willingness of those who provide feedback to be open and honest, as well
as its effects upon teams’ levels of trust and unity, and levels of performance. (As a clarifying
note, non-anonymity in this instance does not refer to feedback which is given face to face.
Rather, the procedure which will be utilized in this study relies upon written feedback, but a
person’s name is attached to the feedback provided).
This thesis will explore the conditions under which people will be open and honest in
providing feedback, and those who are receiving the feedback will be accepting of it. This is in
order to properly develop the self-awareness of individual team members so that they can
correctly identify and improve upon their weaknesses. It is also to increase a team’s level of trust
and unity, and, in turn, its performance.
From experience it seems that most students see the great value of open and honest
constructive criticism, but have rarely had opportunities in which they felt safe to give it. In the
procedure which was carried out for this research, students were instructed on how to provide
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effective feedback, as well as given opportunities to give and receive feedback to their
teammates on a group project. This provided them with experiences which increased their selfawareness, as well as taught them how to communicate more effectively and prepared them for
working on teams in their future careers.

1.2 – Research Questions
The central question of this research is regarding the effect which accountability, nonanonymity in particular, has upon the feedback process. The specific research questions are:
1. What effect does non-anonymity have upon a recipient’s level of self-awareness?
2. What effect does non-anonymity have upon the candor and honesty of those who
provide feedback?
3. What effect does non-anonymity have upon a recipient’s level of defensiveness?
4. What effect does non-anonymity have upon a team’s level of unity and trust?
5. What effect does non-anonymity have upon a team’s performance?
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2 – Literature Review

2.1 – Self-awareness Defined
Self-awareness is the ability which people have to observe and analyze themselves,
including their own personal thoughts, motivations, and behaviors. This capacity to step outside
of oneself is a characteristic which is unique to human beings (Luft, 1969).

2.2 – The Key to Effectiveness
Self-awareness is essential to personal growth and development (Tornow and Paradise,
2001), although not all people possess the same level of self-insight. Those with low selfawareness may view themselves, and what they are capable of, very differently from the way that
others see them. Having a correct knowledge of one’s own capabilities has considerable value
because before people can accept the need for change, and then effectively develop new abilities,
they must possess an accurate self-image of their current characteristics and capabilities
(Whetten, 2007; Bracken and Timmreck, 2001). In addition, acting on misjudgments of oneself
can produce adverse consequences (Bandura, 1982). If people hold overconfident and faulty
views of their skills and abilities, they may try to solve problems that are unsolvable (Feather,
1961), place themselves in insurmountable circumstances, and pursue other dead-end courses of
action.
Individuals who are highly self-aware tend to be more successful (Yammarino and
Atwater, 2001), while inaccurate self-raters are generally poorer performers (Atwater and
3

Yammarino, 1992). Self-awareness is also a key to communicating, developing relationships, and
functioning effectively as a member or leader of a team (Tornow and Paradise, 2001; Caldwell,
2009). One reason may be that those who have higher levels of self-awareness know what their
personal trigger points and emotional thresholds are, and are thus more able to self-regulate their
emotions, particularly in potentially volatile situations (Whetten, 2007). Furthermore, being more
self-aware also allows people to more readily resolve any negative feelings they may have about
having to suppress personal desires and ambitions for the good of their team (Jordan and
Ashkanasy, 2006). A second advantage of self-awareness is that it makes people more aware of
their personal biases and limitations. This in turn provides them with the ability to be more open
to, and see things from, alternative viewpoints (Whetten, 2007). In conjunction with this, selfaware persons are also more conscious of how they are perceived by others, and are thus better
able to incorporate judgments made of them by others into their own self-image (Caldwell, 2009;
Atwater and Yammarino, 1992).

2.3 – Blind Spots
Areas that an individual is unaware of personally, yet are very apparent to others who are
outside observers, are referred to as blind spots (Luft, 1969). It has been well documented that
people (on average) hold inflated views of themselves (Dunning, 2005), and that when they rate
themselves they tend to be lenient and are heavily influenced by what is socially desirable
(Atwater and Yammarino, 1992). For example, in a survey of college professors, 94% rated their
work as above average (Cross, 1977). To put this in perspective, as in reality half of people are
above average and half are below, this means that 44% of these professors held false, overpositive beliefs about themselves. It is interesting that many people even overestimate their
ability to correctly assess themselves. It should be noted, however, that despite this general
4

tendency, a person with low self-awareness does not necessarily have to hold overconfident
views of him- or herself. Some people possess a low level of self-awareness which is
accompanied by underconfidence (Dunning, 2005). This implies that they are unaware of, or do
not acknowledge, their strengths.
Despite the existence of self-serving biases, and even though the conclusions people
make about themselves may be inflated, one should not automatically attribute overoptimistic
errors in self-judgment to arrogance. The reality is that people simply have a limited capacity and
a lack of information with which to accurately assess themselves. This is why it is difficult to
strip people of overconfident self-views. Nevertheless, self-ratings do have accurate components,
and people do need to come to some sort of conclusions about themselves, as imperfect as they
may be. Making no judgments about oneself causes a person to be tentative, and thus unable to
move forward and achieve self-improvement. With that said, people should approach selfawareness with a level of humility. They should always be conscious of the limitations and
shortcomings associated with self-perception, and take them into account when making selfassessments (Dunning, 2005; Fleenor et al., 2010).

2.4 – Feedback is the Key to Developing Self-awareness
The two primary methods for developing self-awareness are self-reflection and receiving
feedback from others; one is internal and the other external. Although in some cases
introspection may be a valid source of self-knowledge (e.g. it often reduces self-enhancing
biases), studies have shown that relying too heavily on internal thoughts and feelings can be
problematic (Bollich, Johannet, and Vazire, 2011). Harris (1981, in Whetten, 2007) articulated
this well when he stated:
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In order to know oneself, no amount of introspection or self-examination will
suffice. You can analyze yourself for weeks, or meditate for months, and you will
not get an inch further – any more than you can smell your own breath or laugh
when you tickle yourself.
Many studies have shown that self-assessments do not align very well with actual results.
In a comprehensive review of the literature, Mabe and West (1982) found that the correlation
coefficient for the relationship between individuals’ self-ratings and actual performance is
approximately 0.29. In some cases (e.g. in tasks and skills that are more explicit in nature), the
correlation was as high as 0.70, in others it dropped to zero, and very rarely was the relationship
negative.
Self-awareness cannot be accomplished alone, and feedback provided by others who are
close to and knowledgeable about an individual is the most effective way for one to discover
how he or she is viewed by others and bring about personal change (Luft, 1969; Dunning, 2005;
Bollich, Johannet, and Vazire, 2011; Tornow and Paradise, 2001). The reason for this is that
when a person receives negative feedback, the gap between his or her self-perceived behavior
and that which is desired or observed by others creates a “problem” which needs to be solved
(Arnold, 1992, in Bracken and Timmreck, 2001). Normally, attempting to reconcile this
discrepancy is what encourages self-improvement (Antonioni, 1996). In addition, the feedback
process enables change as it provides participants with a lens through which they can observe
and analyze performance gaps, make comparisons between themselves and others, as well as
track personal development (Bracken, Timmreck, and Church, 2001).
As alluded to previously, in order to improve, people must understand how closely their
self-perception aligns with organizational standards and the perceptions of others (Yammarino
and Atwater, 2001). The views of others are very useful because others are in a more objective
position in which to make more accurate observations, and likely have more factual insight
6

regarding a person’s skills, attributes, and behavior (Dunning, 2005; Fleenor et al., 2010). This
claim to objectivity seems to be supported by the fact that self-ratings are less accurate than
other-ratings when compared to objective measures, as well as by the finding that self-ratings are
not as correlated to other-ratings as the other-ratings are to one another (Harris and Schaubroeck,
1988; Atwater and Yammarino, 1992). Furthermore, Ashford and Tsui (1991) found that
managers who proactively seek out feedback, negative feedback in particular, hold more accurate
self-views.

2.4.1 – The Limitations of Feedback
Stating that feedback is the most effective method for achieving self-awareness does not
imply that a perfect view of oneself is ever actually attainable, or that the views of others are
flawless and unbiased. Defining one’s level of self-awareness is an ambiguous, complex, and
“messy” process (Delmhorst, 2006), and there are several limitations which need to be
considered. For example, although people need others to help them identify their blind spots,
many key aspects of one’s personality are internal and unobservable to others; even with
observable behaviors, others do not and cannot observe everything that a person does (Bollich,
Johannet, and Vazire, 2011). Another major issue is that despite any attempts to achieve
objectivity, due to the idiosyncrasies and personal biases of individual raters, there is still a great
deal of subjectivity involved in the feedback process. This ambiguity makes it very difficult to
define and gauge “standards” of correctness (Delmhorst, 2006; Jordan and Ashkanasy, 2006),
and may lead to inaccuracies in ratings.
Luft (1969) provides a thoughtful and thorough discussion of objectivity which addresses
these issues. He states that there are two parts in any person’s perception of another: the
“subjective and the objective”. The subjective portion is the view of one individual and is
7

“purely personal”; the objective part is that which is incidentally in agreement with the
observations of others, and this collective view has a greater probability of being correct than any
single person’s perspective. This seems to agree with Bollich, Johannet, and Vazire (2011), who
wrote that if feedback from several acquaintances coincides, it is likely that this collective
assessment is relatively accurate. Luft continues that the degree to which an individual otherrater’s opinion aligns with the consensus is called “consensual reliability”.
Under Luft’s rationale, the purpose for using the collective opinion as the “objective”
view is to mitigate the prejudices and preferences of individual raters. In addition, the underlying
assumption is that the standard of correctness is established by organizational and social values,
and the rightness of one’s behavior is measured by the way that they are perceived by others in
relation to those norms (Delmhorst, 2006). This uncertainty may be unnerving to some; however,
if truly objective tools and universally accepted standards existed, then they could be used for
performing evaluations, and the use of feedback would be pointless (Luft, 1969).

2.4.2 – Validity
In accordance with the previous section, one of the foundational principles behind
feedback is that receiving evaluations from multiple raters provides more accurate, meaningful,
and useful results than if the ratings are provided by only one source (Antonioni and Woehr,
2001). It seems that the additional accuracy is due to the added perspective which comes with
each additional source. In the early twentieth century, when psychologists first began using
feedback to measure job performance, Kornhauser (1923, in Hedge, Borman, and Birkeland,
2001) showed that even though ratings were personal opinions and had many inaccuracies, if
they were obtained from several sources, they proved to be more useful than production records.
He found that even though production records were objective, they were not necessarily
8

reflective of an individual’s performance. It seems that production records may fail to capture
some vital aspects of performance which are not as explicit in nature.
The challenge with increasing the number of raters, however, is that it also results in an
increase in the potential for variability among ratings. This is because each of the parties
providing feedback has a unique view of the person they are rating, and “disagreement is likely
to be the norm, not the exception” (Murphy, Cleveland, and Mohler, 2001). These differences
may be due to factors such as differences in “expectations, kinds and amounts of interactions,
behaviors toward certain groups, and observational opportunities” (Tornow and Paradise, 2001).
Even though other-ratings have a higher correlation with one another than do self-ratings with
other-ratings, several studies throughout the years have shown that correlations between otherratings are still, in fact, low. Hensel et al. (2010) reported that many studies have suggested that
the satisfactory level of reliability for feedback from multiple sources is 0.7. A common practice
in peer assessments is to use two or three raters, which only results in reliabilities of 0.45 and
0.5, respectively. It was found that in order to achieve a reliability of 0.7, ten raters were
required.
Early on, when correlation was of great concern, the general opinion was that all sources
of feedback were not equally accurate or valuable. However, with time, a new perspective has
emerged. Because raters may have different perceptions of the ratee (due to their unique
interactions and roles relative to them), high correlation, although desirable, should not be an
expectation. Furthermore, the ratings of any one person cannot be deemed as being more valid
than any other; each rater may produce valid ratings from his or her own perspective (Hedge,
Borman, and Birkeland, 2001). In the end, although a high correlation between raters may
provide some confidence in the accuracy of the results, it effectively defeats the purpose of
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obtaining data from multiple sources (Dunnette, 1963). This is not to say that interrater reliability
is of no concern, but serves to make the point, once again, that if universal standards and purely
objective measurements of human behavior existed, then the use of peer feedback would be
ineffectual. The true test of validity is acceptance by the rater, which will discussed hereafter.
The primary problem with relying too heavily upon reliability coefficients as a measure
of validity is that it treats human raters as passive, “interchangeable forms of a rating instrument”
(Murphy, Cleveland, and Mohler, 2001). Feedback evaluations cannot be designed merely to
produce a numerical estimate of one’s performance; performance rating is a complex process,
and it may be driven and influenced by an intricate interaction of human factors that are not
actually related to a person’s performance. For example, the accuracy of ratings is often
influenced by the rater’s ability and reasoning skills; the goals and objectives of the rater (e.g.
motivating behavioral change vs. maintaining positive relationships); and the context in which
ratings occur. In reality, due to these influencing factors, providing accurate results may be a
relatively minor concern of the rater (Murphy and Cleveland, 1995; Murphy, Cleveland, and
Mohler, 2001; Fleenor et al., 2010).
Despite the complexities which have just been discussed, one cannot throw caution to the
wind when conducting feedback. Although these limitations can likely never be eliminated, steps
must be taken to moderate rater biases (Antonioni and Woehr, 2001) in an attempt to obtain the
most accurate results possible; this primarily includes getting raters to provide open and honest
ratings from an objective mindset.

2.4.3 – Self-other Agreement
In the context of peer feedback, the primary indicator of self-awareness is self-other
agreement, which is a measure of the difference between people’s self-assessments and the
10

assessments made of them by others. Hence, if a person experiences a significant difference
between self- and other-ratings, they are considered to be less self-aware, and those with high
self-other agreement have high self-awareness (Delmhorst, 2006; Atwater and Yammarino, 1992;
Yammarino and Atwater, 2001).
There are four primary categories of self-other agreement, which are:


Overestimator - self-ratings are higher than other-ratings.



Underestimator - self-ratings are lower than other-ratings.



In-agreement and good - self-ratings are similar to other-ratings, and both are high.



In-agreement and poor - self-ratings are similar to other-ratings, and both are low.

Individuals who are overestimators tend to see themselves in an overly-positive light; that
is, they think that they are high performers, but this view does not align with the observations of
others. The negative consequences of holding inflated views of oneself is that people who are
classified as overestimators tend to be less effective at making work-related decisions; have
negative attitudes (including hostility and resentment towards others); fail to see the need for
training and development; are prone to high absenteeism, low commitment, and high turnover;
and experience frequent conflicts with supervisors and colleagues. However, on the positive side,
overestimators are also the most likely to improve their performance as a result of feedback.
They also tend to lower, or self-correct, their self-evaluations on follow-up assessments
(Yammarino and Atwater, 2001; Johnson and Ferstl, 1999).
In contrast to overestimators, underestimators are inclined to think that they are poor or
average performers, even though others see them favorably. This is because they either do not
recognize their strengths, or else they are overly modest. In addition, underestimators are
somewhat successful performers, and are generally pleasant to be around, although they tend to
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have low aspirations, have difficulty making job-related decisions, and often do not reach their
potential. When they receive feedback from others they generally maintain their level of
performance, but raise their self-ratings on subsequent evaluations. Their potential for
improvement is significantly increased if they receive continual and ongoing positive feedback
from others (Yammarino and Atwater, 2001; Johnson and Ferstl, 1999).
People in the “in-agreement and good” (IAG) category tend to rate themselves highly,
and their self-ratings are also in alignment with the views of others. Of the four categories, IAG’s
are generally the most successful. Among many other factors, they are effective decision makers;
set and achieve realistic expectations for themselves; have very positive attitudes; are highly
committed; and experience few conflicts with others. They also use feedback from others
constructively to change their behavior as necessary (Yammarino and Atwater, 2001).
Those who are “in-agreement and poor” (IAP) recognize their personal weaknesses, and
are also fully aware that they are perceived by others negatively. Even though, by definition of
self-other agreement, they can be categorized as “self-aware”, their behaviors and performance
are undesirable. IAP’s are generally unsuccessful. They have low knowledge, skills, and abilities,
and make poor job-related decisions. They also experience feelings of low self-worth and have
negative attitudes. Even though they can accurately diagnose their own weaknesses, they usually
do not take much action to improve their performance; however, depending on the cause of poor
performance (ex. ability or attitude) they may demonstrate either low or high motivation to
improve (Yammarino and Atwater, 2001). Smither et al. (1995) also found that IAP’s do not
improve their performance after receiving feedback. They stated that, in congruence with selfconsistency theory (Korman, 1976), this is due to people being generally content with feedback
which is in harmony with their own self-perception, even if the feedback is not positive.

12

2.4.4 – Responses to Feedback
When people receive feedback which is not in alignment with their views of themselves,
there are five primary response strategies which they can (either intentionally or unintentionally)
enact (Delmhorst, 2006; Conger and Toegel, 2003):
1. They can change their behavior
2. They can change their self-ratings
3. They can try to influence the standards and expectations of others
4. They can explain and justify their behavior to others
5. They can downplay and/or avoid the feedback
It appears, then, that overraters are best suited to benefit from receiving feedback. This is
because in order for them to reduce the discrepancy between self- and other-ratings, they can
either decrease their self-ratings or improve their actual performance. Because of their elevated
level of self-esteem, it is unlikely that they will lower their self-ratings, and will rather focus
their efforts on improving. Conversely, for underraters to reconcile a discrepancy, they must
elevate their self-ratings or decrease others’ ratings, both of which do not motivate positive
change (Delmhorst, 2006). For those who are in-agreement, because there is no discrepancy, they
are unlikely to make any of the changes listed above. For IAP’s this may be problematic, as they
may remain in a state of poor behavior. For IAG’s, however, there is no concern because their
performance is already good and thus there is no need for change. Therefore, the ideal state,
whether it be in the present or it is being worked toward in the future, is to be in-agreement and
good (Delmhorst, 2006). Although, present IAG’s must be wary to not develop an attitude of
complacency in order to avoid becoming stagnant in their personal progression.
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2.4.5 – The Sensitive Nature of Receiving Feedback
A person’s reaction to the feedback he or she receives is likely the prime determinant of
whether he or she makes effective use of the feedback or not. There are two primary factors
which influence this response: (1) the rater’s desire for the ratee to change his or her behavior
(i.e., does the feedback identify strengths or weaknesses), and (2) how surprising the feedback is
to the person being rated (e.g. were the ratings of others in agreement with the person’s selfratings). Based on these two factors, there are four possible reactions to receiving feedback,
which are shown in Figure 1.

Desire for

Type 1 –
Known Strengths:
Expected positive
feedback

Expected

Feedback
Change

Type 3 –
Known Weaknesses:
Both parties agree that
improvement is needed

Type 2 Hidden Strengths:
Unexpected
positive feedback

Type 4 Hidden Weaknesses:
Unexpected negative
feedback

Figure 1: Various Responses to Feedback
(Source: Modified from Antonioni, 1996)
Reactions to Type 1 (in-agreement and good) and Type 2 (underrating) feedback are
generally positive. This seems obvious as, regardless of whether the feedback is expected or
unexpected, in both cases it recognizes a person’s strengths. Reactions to Type 3 (in-agreement
and poor) are generally neutral because although the feedback being received is negative, it is
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expected and is also in agreement with the person’s view of him- or herself. Type 4 (overrating)
feedback, which is feedback that is both negative and unexpected, is generally the most difficult
for people to accept and causes the most negative emotional reactions. These reactions can range
from confusion to defensiveness, although people usually come to terms with the criticism once
they have had a chance to reflect and process it (Antonioni, 1996). In terms of self-awareness, it
is often Type 4 feedback that receives the most attention because it is the kind that identifies
blind spots.
There is an underlying tension that accompanies Type 4 feedback. On one hand, people
can gain valuable insight which will help them with personal growth. On the other hand,
exposing one’s blind spots can cause feelings of shame and embarrassment; it can be painful and
damaging to people’s self-esteem and sense of competence when they discover that they are not
all that they think they are. Due to this, people often become defensive and go into a selfjustifying mode when they receive negative evaluations from others (Delmhorst, 2006; Whetten,
2007; Luft, 1969; Baumeister and Cairns, 1992). Furthermore, the greater the discrepancy of the
feedback, or the more serious the consequences that will result from it, the greater the desire
exists to defend against it (Whetten, 2007). Only a small portion of people are at a level of
psycho-emotional maturity in which they readily receive, and even invite, negative feedback. For
example, one survey found that less than 15% of executives are open to constructive criticism
(Taylor, 2010).
When people go into a self-protective mode, there are many strategies which they will
use in order to maintain (and even enhance) their desired self-image. For example, individuals
will spend significantly more time reviewing assessments that are confirmatory (Swann,
Rentfrow, and Guinn, 2002). They also tend to accept positive feedback at face value, but look
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for ways to scrutinize and discredit negative feedback (Dunning, 2005; Yammarino and Atwater,
2001), including questioning the competency of the rater (Taggar and Brown, 2006). They may
put more stock in areas in which they received high ratings, and minimize the importance of the
areas in which they were low, as well as attribute poor ratings to causes which they claim are
beyond their control. For example, they may rely upon the idea that some raters will never be
satisfied, or that low-performing colleagues cannot be expected to be honest and provide
accurate ratings (London, Smith, and Adsit, 1997). In addition, people more readily forget
negative feedback, or else distort it to make it more agreeable with their predetermined view of
themselves (Dunning, 2005). The obvious problem with these tactics is that people in this state
of mind may conclude that their preconceived notions about themselves are supported by the
facts, when in actuality they may be false. This in turn can have an adverse impact on their
ability to make positive changes to their behavior and improve their performance (Caldwell,
2009; Jordan and Ashkanasy, 2006). Studies have found that approximately 30-40% of feedback
interventions result in decreased performance (Delmhorst, 2006; Kluger and DeNisi, 1996).
Negative feedback also has the potential to impact personal relationships within teams.
This is because if one cannot handle receiving censure, the recipient may interpret the feedback
he or she receives from teammates as a personal attack, and he or she may have a desire to
punish or retaliate against those who rated them poorly. If subsequent evaluations are performed,
these negative feelings may even result in a perpetual negative ratings cycle (Taggar and Brown,
2006). Furthermore, these personal conflicts can lead to a loss of trust and produce significant
distractions which can shift the team’s focus away from the important matters at hand. In order
for controversy to become constructive, the expression of emotions must be restrained and
regulated, and concentrated in the right places (Taggar and Brown, 2006; Jordan and Ashkanasy,
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2006). As discussed in the opening paragraphs of this literature review, those who have a high
sense of self-awareness are generally at a level of emotional maturity which makes them well
suited to deal with these concerns in an effective manner.

2.4.6 – The Sensitive Nature of Giving Feedback
Due to its sensitive nature, it is also generally quite difficult for people to provide
negative feedback. Even if they recognize the value of candid and honest feedback, people are
usually empathetic and do not want to damage the self-esteem of others. As a result, one of the
primary biases which exists in the feedback process is leniency. In feedback evaluations it is
quite normal to find that a vast majority of people are rated as “above average”. It has been wellestablished that the majority of ratings are positively skewed and that most people receive higher
ratings than they actually deserve (Murphy and Cleveland, 1995; Bernardin, Cooke, and
Villanova, 2000). People alter feedback to make it more agreeable because it is much easier to
express supportive and positive feelings than it is to offer correction and point out others’
shortcomings (Whetten, 2007). Bernardin and Villanova (1986, in Bernardin, Cooke, and
Villanova, 2000) found that the desire to avoid confrontation was a significant source of rating
inaccuracy.
This effect is particularly true when personal relationships (ex. feedback is received by
peers) or significant consequences (ex. personnel decisions such as promotions) are on the line.
In many instances, raters face a dilemma between helping the people they are rating to improve,
and maintaining a positive relationship with them (Ng et al., 2011); leniency most often occurs
when the rater is more concerned about the relationship than about accuracy and accountability
(Antonioni and Park, 2001). To avoid this predicament, people look for ways to avoid giving
feedback (Yammarino and Atwater, 2001). Tesser and Rosen (1975) refer to this reluctance to
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deliver bad news as the “MUM effect”; that is, people would rather “keep mum” than risk
provoking negative reactions on the part of the receiver. Even when people do give negative
feedback, in order to avoid full-out lying, they usually focus heavily on positive aspects and
gloss over the negatives, as well as use misleading and ambiguous wording; doing this allows
them to be “truthful”, yet still leave the other person’s self-esteem intact (Dunning, 2005). What
they may not realize is that despite its uncomfortable nature, exposing and positively correcting
previously hidden weaknesses can help a person to avoid many hazards (Luft, 1969). People
need to receive open and honest feedback in order to help them develop proper self-awareness
and bring about positive and effective change. Sugar-coating feedback, or not giving it at all,
serves only to amplify the detrimental effects of low self-other agreement and overrating
(Yammarino and Atwater, 2001).

2.4.7 – Supportive Communication
The dilemma of “truth versus tact” can properly be solved through supportive
communication, which is the open and honest expression of constructive criticism, while still
seeking to maintain goodwill and positive relationships.
One of the primary features of supportive communication is that it attempts to provide
accurate, meaningful, and bias-free information about a person. It focuses on explicit behaviors
and outcomes which provide concrete evidence regarding where one stands relative to others,
and is not based on personal relationships or obscure observations (Bollich, Johannet, and Vazire,
2011; Antonioni and Woehr, 2001). Based upon this rationale, qualitative feedback needs to be
centered on specific behaviors and goals, and comments should be precise and descriptive;
however, feedback should not be too specific, in order to avoid being nitpicky or overly
prescriptive (Antonioni and Woehr, 2001; DeNisi and Kluger, 2000).
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Due to its honesty, as well as the level of emotional investment required, supportive
communication actually strengthens relationships. Although there may be some initial obstacles
to overcome, people usually end up feeling accepted, valued, and uplifted, even though the
information being communicated is negative (Whetten, 2007).

2.4.8 – True Validity and Acceptance
When receiving negative feedback, most people have a natural tendency to discredit the
feedback and self-justify their weaknesses. With that in mind, the most important measure of
validity for peer feedback is not determined statistically; the true test of validity is acceptance. In
other words, no matter how meticulously a feedback procedure is controlled, administered, and
analyzed, in order to achieve desirable outcomes, the person receiving the feedback must be in a
position to accept it and put it into action. Acceptance is determined by the degree to which the
people receiving the feedback view the results as accurate indicators of their performance; the
extent to which this information is useful and meaningful; and the extent to which they use the
feedback to achieve personal growth. If feedback is perceived as unfair or biased, it will likely be
rejected, and thus cannot motivate a person to change (Ilgen, Fisher, and Taylor, 1979; Bracken
and Timmreck, 2001; Murphy, Cleveland, and Mohler, 2001; Tornow and Paradise, 2001). Even
if feedback is not positive, and even if it is discrepant, if a person deems the feedback as
relevant, accurate, and worthy of their consideration they are much more likely to internalize it
(Whetten, 2007; Bracken and Rose, 2011; Peterson, Hicks, and Stoner, 2001).

2.5 – Factors influencing Acceptance and Accuracy
There are many circumstances and factors which affect the accuracy of ratings (both
actual and perceived), as well as practices which must be followed in order to increase the
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probability of acceptance by the person receiving the feedback. Several of these factors and
practices are discussed below.

2.5.1 – Time for Reflection
As previously mentioned, even though it is initially difficult to receive, people usually
come to terms with negative feedback as long as they have time to process and reflect upon it. It
is critical that recipients are not overwhelmed with negative information, and that they are
provided with the opportunity to digest it in the most effective way. Findings suggest that
individuals are less defensive to feedback, and improve their performance better, when more
time and energy are devoted to processing the information. This can be achieved through means
such as writing reflections, discussing feedback with those who provided it, and other methods of
follow-up support (Antonioni, 1996; Bollich, Johannet, and Vazire, 2011).

2.5.2 – An Atmosphere of Trust and Safety
Some people may be skeptical about accepting feedback due to the concern that the
honesty and accuracy of ratings may have been influenced by personal relationships, either
positively or negatively (Love, 1981; Taggar and Brown, 2006). There must be an atmosphere
present in which raters have incentives to provide thoughtful and honest ratings, and in which
they feel protection against the interpersonal consequences of giving negative feedback (Murphy,
2008).

2.5.3 – Rater Ability
Those receiving feedback should feel more confident in the evaluations they receive if
the ratings are provided by someone who has been trained. Training improves the rater’s ability
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to be more impartial and accurate when evaluating another person’s performance. Rater training
is also vital because it communicates to the raters how important they are in the process, which
ideally should motivate them to understand their responsibility and not take the process lightly
(Antonioni and Woehr, 2001).

2.5.4 – Willingness
As previously mentioned, rating leniency is a pervasive problem which affects nearly all
rating procedures. The concern with leniency is that it undermines the accuracy and usefulness of
ratings (Bretz, Milkovich, and Read, 1992). In order to provide accurate ratings, raters must not
only have the ability, they must also be willing. Research has shown that people are more willing
to provide honest feedback when they feel that they have the ability to rate others properly, and if
they believe that there are benefits to performing the ratings. Willingness is also affected by how
much time and effort is required to give the feedback (Westerman and Rosse, 1997; Antonioni
and Woehr, 2001). The feedback procedure must not be perceived as burdensome, and the
number of traits must be small enough to prevent rater boredom (Hedge, Borman, and Birkeland,
2001).

2.5.5 – Peers as the Source
Peer (i.e., teammates not in a position of authority) ratings are often regarded as a
valuable source of performance feedback. Several authors have determined that peer evaluations
are the most accurate predictors of the success and future performance. For students, this is as
compared to instructor and supervisor evaluations, several objective tests, and even academic
grades (Barclay and Harland, 1995; Hedge, Borman, and Birkeland, 2001). Some may argue that
peers are less knowledgeable, less competent, and less experienced at performing evaluations
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than supervisors. They may also be skeptical of peer ratings because they may view the ratings as
being influenced by personal relationships and common interests; however, peers have closer and
more frequent interactions with their teammates and it is likely that they have a better
perspective and understanding of the group’s individual circumstances (Love, 1981; Murphy,
Cleveland, and Mohler, 2001; Barclay and Harland, 1995; Hedge, Borman, and Birkeland,
2001).
It should be noted, however, that a potential downfall to peer ratings is that teammates
often do not like evaluating each other, especially when they are used for decision making
purposes (McEvoy and Butler, 1987; Cederblom and Lounsbury, 1980; Love, 1981). In these
situations the rater assumes an “administrative” role which may increase the potential for conflict
(Hedge, Borman, and Birkeland, 2001). Therefore, employees are usually more accepting of peer
ratings if they are used only for developmental, and not administrative, purposes (Farh, Cannella,
and Bedeian, 1991).

2.6 – Accountability
The central focus, and most polarizing issue of this thesis research, is accountability.
Accountability is the primary determinant of the willingness of a rater to be open and honest and
provide accurate responses. It also often determines the willingness of a ratee to put the feedback
into action. Unfortunately, most procedures do not have measures in place which compel the
rater to provide accurate feedback, and/or which hold the person being rated responsible for
utilizing the feedback. The irony is that it seems that both parties in the process want low
accountability for themselves but high accountability for the other (London, Smith, and Adsit,
1997).
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2.6.1 – Rater Accountability
To obtain useful and valid results, raters must attempt to provide accurate, meaningful,
and bias-free ratings, not ratings which are based on personal relationships or obscure
observations. In order for this to happen, raters must be held accountable (Antonioni and Woehr,
2001). On the part of the rater, accountability generally refers to the degree of social pressure
(either actual or perceived) that they feel to justify their ratings (Tetlock, 1985). There are many
mechanisms of accountability which regulate the candor of given feedback: whether the
feedback is used for development or assessment; whether justification is required for low ratings;
and whether the feedback is given anonymously or non-anonymously (Antonioni and Woehr,
2001; London, Smith, and Adsit, 1997).
2.6.1.1 – Development vs. Assessment
There are two primary objectives for feedback – which are personal development and
assessment – and there is a significant difference between the two. There has been an ongoing
debate as to which of these purposes feedback (peer or otherwise) should be used for (Tornow
and Paradise, 2001; Bracken, Timmreck, and Church, 2001).
When used purely for developmental purposes, feedback serves only to increase selfawareness by informing people about the degree to which they meet, do not meet, or exceed the
rater’s expectations. Some self-improvement may naturally occur, but there are essentially no
external expectations. Because there is nothing at stake, at least in terms of explicit
consequences, raters are more willing to provide feedback when they know that it is being used
for developmental purposes only (Westerman and Rosse, 1997). Perhaps this is one of the
reasons why, in many cases, feedback (of all types) is used for development and not assessment
purposes (Tornow and Paradise, 2001).
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On the other hand, when feedback is used for assessment there are normally
administrative decisions and/or other outward consequences (either positive or negative) tied to
the feedback results. This increase in accountability often stifles openness and honesty, as the
giver of the feedback does not want the receiver to be punished for poor ratings. Consequently,
assessment feedback is more prone to leniency bias (Maylett, 2009; Ng et al., 2011). London and
Wohlers (1991) found that 34% of the people in their study reported that they would have
provided different ratings if they were to be used for assessment purposes. It is interesting to note
that even though many raters do not like their ratings to be used for decision making, they still
expect the ratees to be held accountable for making improvements (Antonioni and Woehr, 2001).
In addition to leniency, having consequences on the line is generally more threatening to
the person being evaluated, for obvious reasons. As such, administrative feedback often causes
the receiver to be more defensive and more prone to feelings of denial (Tornow and Paradise,
2001). It seems clear, then, that rater training and accurate results are especially crucial when
feedback is used for decision making (Bracken, Timmreck, and Church, 2001).
2.6.1.2 – Requiring Justification
Requiring raters to provide verbal or written justification for the ratings they give to
others (low ratings in particular), is another way to increase accountability for the rater. When
justification is obligatory, raters must account for any differences between self- and other-ratings,
causing them to be more likely to incorporate the opinions and attitudes of others into their
ratings (Longenecker, Sims, and Gioia, 1987). It also causes the rater to consider the
consequences that may result from the ratings they give (i.e., personal relationships, retaliation,
etc.). As a result of this increased consciousness, Mero and Motowidlo (1995) found that ratings
which required justification were more accurate than those which were not justified.
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2.6.1.3 – Anonymity
Many authors suggest that in order to achieve the desired level of truthfulness and candor,
and in order to avoid damage to personal relationships, feedback needs to be given anonymously
(Antonioni, 1994; Tornow and Paradise, 2001). The primary drawback to removing anonymity is
that it can prevent people from being as open and honest as they should be. Some studies have
shown that non-anonymous ratings are more inaccurate than anonymous ratings due to leniency
(Tornow and Paradise, 2001; London, Smith, and Adsit, 1997). This seems to be confirmed by
London and Wohlers (1991) study in which 24% of respondents reported that they would have
rated more leniently if the feedback was given openly (Tornow and Paradise, 2001). As such,
most feedback procedures are conducted anonymously. However, one of the drawbacks to
anonymity is that there is a lack of accountability.
Although anonymity may be less susceptible to leniency bias, according to Cleveland and
Murphy (1992) the lack of accountability associated with anonymity likely diminishes the
quality and effectiveness of ratings. It provides raters with a greater opportunity to be less
thoughtful and objective in their responses. Once again, the whole point of the feedback process
is objectivity, and feedback which is not thoughtfully crafted can be just as unrealistic and
inaccurate as feedback which is watered-down. The main benefit to non-anonymity is that it
naturally demands the justification of judgments made about others. This is not necessarily
referring to the outward justifications described previously, but more so to what occurs internally
on the part of the rater. While not ignoring its proneness to leniency, the level of accountability
created by non-anonymity normally causes one to be more thoughtful and deliberate in order to
produce justifiable results (Ford and Weldon, 1981). Tetlock (1983) labeled this internal
justification as “preemptive self-criticism”. Perhaps most importantly, the issue with anonymous
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feedback is that it may send the message, and create an atmosphere where people feel that they
cannot trust one another to be honest (Mitchell and Klimoski, 1984). On the other hand, in order
for feedback to be given openly, there generally must be a considerable amount of transparency
and trust (Tornow and Paradise, 2001).

2.6.2 – Ratee Accountability
An effective feedback procedure requires accountability not only on the part of the rater,
but also depends heavily upon the person being rated. Simply receiving a report does not in and
of itself motivate behavioral change. Feedback which results in no observable change in behavior
is called “dead-end feedback”. This type of feedback should be avoided because it creates
feelings of cynicism and skepticism towards the feedback process (Waldman and Atwater, 2001).
In order to bring about change, people need to be held accountable for responding to the
feedback they have received (Antonioni, 1996). One’s motivation to act upon feedback can be
either intrinsic or extrinsic; that is, a person can be motivated to change by their own
consciousness, or else by the threat of external consequences. It has been observed that when
people are left to figure out for themselves how, and whether, to improve low-rated behaviors,
their ability to improve is compromised (Antonioni, 1996). In addition, there is a significant
difference in the amount of learning which is experienced between those people who merely use
feedback to understand what others think of them and those who use it as a catalyst for personal
development (Peterson, Hicks, and Stoner, 2001).
There are several extrinsic factors which increase accountability and motivate change.
These include: setting goals; making these goals known to others; and discussing the feedback
with others face-to-face (Antonioni and Woehr, 2001; London, Smith, and Adsit, 1997).
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2.6.2.1 – Goal Setting
In the feedback process, people can only successfully improve performance when they
set personal improvement goals in relation to the evaluations they have received (Renn and
Fedor, 2001; Antonioni, 1996). Those who set specific goals outperform those who simply “do
their best” (Locke et al., 1981). This is because having clear goals establishes a focus and
direction which facilitates improved performance (Lynn and Reilly, 2000).
2.6.2.2 – Disclosure
When disclosure is incorporated into team-member evaluations it can help people to
overcome self-justification and self-deception. If one reveals the evaluations they have received
to others, they are compelled to pay more attention to negative feedback. When results are kept
private there is no one to challenge their inaccurate perception of themselves (Baumeister and
Cairns, 1992). In addition to disclosing the feedback itself, when individuals also share their
personal goals with their teammates, as well as make public commitments to achieve them, this
added accountability provides much greater motivation to follow through with these
commitments. This disclosure should be done at regularly scheduled meetings so that it is
expected and can be planned for (Antonioni, 1996).
Just as with receiving feedback from others, self-disclosure may bring about feelings of
vulnerability, embarrassment, and anxiety (Luft, 1969). As some individuals may not be as
comfortable sharing their results with others, they may need additional assistance in order to
make this happen (Tornow and Paradise, 2001). Despite its uncomfortable nature, when people
become more open with others, they almost always experience feelings of deep satisfaction; this
is in contrast to previous feelings of loneliness, hostility, and estrangement (Luft, 1969).
Disclosure will also likely improve communication between teammates, and issues which were
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once undiscussable can now be addressed in a safe environment (Antonioni, 1996).
2.6.2.3 – The Need for Follow-up and Support
Another aspect of feedback which is critical to bringing about a change in behavior is
that, regardless of the tool which is used, feedback needs to be repeated at frequent intervals, and
there must be follow-up (Bracken, Timmreck, and Church, 2001; Waldman and Atwater, 2001;
Van Velsor and Leslie, 2001; Tornow and Paradise, 2001; Shipper, 2010; Whetten, 2007). With
each iteration, improvements that have been made since the previous feedback was received
should be acknowledged (Taggar and Brown, 2006). It has been found that those who receive
poor evaluations will improve their skills even more than people with moderate or high skills, as
long as there is follow-up support (Shipper, 2010). One of the reasons for this is that multiple
feedback sessions allow a person to track their progress, as well as receive support and
suggestions (DeNisi and Kluger, 2000). Unfortunately, a lack of follow-up is one of the most
common problems observed with the feedback process (Waldman and Atwater, 2001).
In many situations only one evaluation is performed. It is usually at the end of a project,
and is done only for assessment purposes (this is known as outcome feedback). One of the
primary problems with this is that it leaves a powerful self-improvement tool effectively
untapped, as feedback received after the fact is too little too late. In addition it deprives a team of
opportunities to improve communication and build trust. Conducting a single intervention also
effectively eliminates accountability, both for the giver and the receiver. A final benefit is that
when people receive ongoing process feedback, they tend to set more goals for themselves,
which in turn leads to increased performance (Korsgaard and Diddams, 1996, italics added).
A single intervention is also insufficient to produce a difference in self- and others’
evaluations (Shipper, 2010), as it eliminates the opportunity to implement that which was learned
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from previous evaluations. Several studies have shown that with subsequent ratings, receiving
constructive feedback tends to increase self-other agreement, and that those with more accurate
self-ratings are those who have likely altered their behavior in response to past feedback
(Ashford, 1989; Yammarino and Atwater, 2001; Antonioni, 1996).

2.7 – Outcomes
As covered in this literature review, process (or ongoing) feedback serves many purposes
and functions. It has the potential to produce many positive outcomes. These include:
1. Increasing self-awareness resulting from an increase in the awareness of the
perceptions and expectations of others;
2. Improving behavior and performance;
3. Making people less defensive and more accepting of negative feedback;
4. Making people more comfortable with providing negative feedback.
Many people assume that feedback is unidirectional and is only for the benefit of the
receiver. However, when conducted properly, the feedback process should not only improve the
behavior of the person being rated, it should also improve communication (Antonioni, 1996). It
seems that, in turn, this should lead to better personal relationships, higher levels of trust, and
increased team performance.
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3 – Hypothesis

The central hypothesis of this research is that, when students are taught and prepared to
properly give and receive constructive criticism, non-anonymous feedback is the most effective
and desirable. As was discussed in the literature review, some people assert that open feedback
decreases the likelihood of truthfulness and candor (Antonioni, 1994; Tornow and Paradise,
2001), as well as poses a significant threat to a team’s level of cohesiveness; while in some cases
this may be true, this hypothesis is based upon the idea that feedback which is provided nonanonymously increases the level of accountability on the part of the giver of the feedback. It is
assumed that increased accountability causes people giving feedback to have to justify and stand
behind their words, thus making them more thoughtful and conscientious. This in turn allows
them to provide more accurate responses. It also seems that non-anonymous conditions should
provide the level of transparency necessary to achieve a high level of interpersonal trust. As a
result of receiving more thoughtful and justifiable feedback, as well as due to the increase in
trust, those receiving the feedback should view the assessments of others as being more authentic
and accurate. It seems that if a person views feedback as realistic and unbiased they should be
less likely to become defensive and go into denial, and more likely to internalize it and use it to
bring about personal change.
It is important to note that in the feedback procedure followed by students in this study,
there were three evaluations performed. In many cases student usually only perform one
evaluation at the end of a project. It is hypothesized that this repetition, and the opportunity it
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provides for follow-up support, is what should make it possible to overcome the difficulties
associated with non-anonymous feedback. It seems that with each successive iteration students
should feel more and more comfortable, both giving and receiving feedback; negative feedback
in-particular. This is due to their past experience with actually providing the feedback itself (i.e.,
they are more skilled), the increased understanding they have of another person which naturally
occurs over time, as well as from the improved communication and level of interpersonal trust
that ideally results from the evaluation process.
For the statistical analysis which was performed, there were eight specific hypotheses
which were tested. These hypotheses are outlined in the following paragraphs.

3.1 – Self-other Agreement
Hypothesis 1: Although self-other agreement will likely increase over time
regardless of treatment, non-anonymous feedback will result in a greater increase
in self-other agreement than when feedback is given anonymously. It is predicted
that this effect will take place regardless of the classification of the ratees (i.e.,
agreement, overrater, or underrater).
The prediction that non-anonymity will increase self-other agreement follows from the
notion that when feedback is not anonymous it produces more thoughtful, justified, and thus
more accurate results. This increase in accuracy, whether actual or perceived, will increase the
students’ ability and willingness to align both their behavior and their view of themselves with
the views of others.
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3.2 – Self- and Other-ratings
As noted in the literature review, when multiple evaluations are performed, there are two
reactions to previously received feedback which affect self-other agreement: people can alter
their self-ratings in order to bring them into harmony with the expected ratings of others; or they
can alter their performance (and thus the ratings of others) in order to align their behavior with
what is expected by others (Delmhorst, 2006; Conger and Toegel, 2003). In order to provide a
more complete picture, the next two hypotheses look more specifically at the effect of nonanonymity on self-ratings and performance (i.e., other-ratings).
Hypothesis 2: Non-anonymous students who are not in-agreement will change
their self-ratings on subsequent ratings more than those who receive feedback
anonymously. For overraters, this change will be a reduction in self-ratings, and
for underraters it will be an increase. For students who are in-agreement there will
be no treatment effect.
These predictions are based upon the rationale that, in response to feedback, overraters
are the most likely to lower their self-evaluations and undderraters are the most likely to increase
their self-evaluations (Yammarino and Atwater, 2001; Johnson and Ferstl, 1999). It is anticipated
that the increased accuracy of non-anonymous ratings will amplify these effects. For those who
are in-agreement, their self-ratings are already in harmony with other-ratings, and therefore
feedback produces little stimulus for change. It seems that this will be true regardless of whether
the feedback is anonymous or non-anonymous.
Hypothesis 3: With successive evaluations, the other-ratings of overraters in the
non-anonymous group will increase more than the other-ratings of overraters in
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the anonymous group. For underraters and those who are in-agreement there will
be no treatment effect.
The basis of the prediction regarding overraters is that they are the most likely to improve
their performance as a result of feedback. It is assumed that the increase in accuracy which
results from non-anonymity will amplify the effects of self-improvement. As far as underraters,
an increase in the accuracy of feedback will have no effect because underraters tend to maintain
their level of performance after receiving feedback (Yammarino and Atwater, 2001; Johnson and
Ferstl, 1999). It is presumed that in this instance, non-anonymity will not provide any additional
motivation for students to improve their performance. For those who are in-agreement, because
the self- and other-ratings are already in harmony with one another, there is little motivation to
make improvements; this is regardless of whether the feedback is anonymous or nonanonymous. Although the self- and other-ratings for those who are in agreement may increase
with each successive evaluation, this improvement is not necessarily in response to feedback or
the manner in which it was received.

3.3 – Leniency and Honesty
Hypothesis 4: In the first evaluation, quantitative feedback scores will be higher
(i.e., more lenient) for the non-anonymous students than for the anonymous
students; however, although the scores may be more lenient in the beginning, with
subsequent evaluations there will be no difference between non-anonymous and
anonymous scores. In addition, there will be no perceived difference in the overall
level of honesty and candor between the anonymous and non-anonymous groups.
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It is assumed that at first the non-anonymous students may feel more uncomfortable
providing negative feedback, but with time and experience, they will be more open and honest
and become less susceptible to leniency bias.

3.4 – Defensiveness and Acceptance
Hypothesis 5: Non-anonymity will produce more thoughtful, sincere, and accurate
feedback. This is both on the part of those who provide it, as well as in regards to
the manner in which it is received. As a result, those receiving it will be more
accepting of it.
Students in the non-anonymous group should perceive the feedback they receive as more
accurate and objective. This, once again, is due to the idea that non-anonymity produces more
thoughtful and justifiable results. This predication is also based upon the increased transparency
and context which is inherent with non-anonymity. In addition, another explanation is that
students in the non-anonymous group should be less defensive because they will receive higher
ratings (due to leniency), and thus the feedback will be more consistent with their views of
themselves.

3.5 – Cohesiveness, Trust, and Unity
Hypothesis 6: Teams whose members evaluate one another non-anonymously
will, with time, be more comfortable expressing opinions and ideas, as well as
dealing with conflicts, within their teams. These teams will also experience higher
levels of perceived cohesiveness and trust.
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Providing feedback naturally requires the expression of feelings, opinions, and ideas
regarding other people’s behaviors. Due to the sensitive nature of providing constructive
criticism, this requires showing a great deal of vulnerability; doing so non-anonymously requires
an even greater level of emotional investment. This hypothesis is based on the logic that although
providing feedback non-anonymously may create a greater risk to personal relationships, the
inherent transparency of non-anonymity also provides great potential for improving them (see
2.4.7 – Supportive Communication). At time-1, there may be less trust, as students will likely be
less comfortable with non-anonymous feedback, but it is assumed that with time and experience
this effect will be overcome. The measures for this hypothesis are based upon students’
perceptions of the overall process, rather than at any particular points in time.

3.6 – Team Performance
Hypothesis 7: The performance of non-anonymous teams will be rated higher than
the performance of anonymous teams.
This hypothesis is essentially the culmination of all of the other outcomes which were
hypothesized just previous. That is, by increasing the self-awareness of individuals, producing
more honest responses, overcoming defensiveness and increasing the acceptance of feedback,
and increasing unity and trust, the overall performance of a team will be improved.

3.7 – Future Feedback
Hypothesis 8: Students in the non-anonymous group will be just as likely to prefer
to provide non-anonymous feedback in the future as those in the anonymous
group will be to want to provide anonymous feedback in the future.
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It is predicted that although students may be uncomfortable providing non-anonymous
feedback at first, after performing the three evaluations and gaining experience they will prefer
to give feedback non-anonymously in the future. As those who provided feedback anonymously
likely have not done so non-anonymously, and therefore do not have a point of contrast to weigh
the pros and cons, they will likely desire to continue to provide feedback anonymously.
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4 – Method

4.1 – Subjects
The subjects of this research were students at Brigham Young University who were
enrolled in a sophomore-level ethics and leadership class primarily for engineering students, as
well as seniors enrolled in a civil engineering capstone course. For the leadership course, there
were three class sections of approximately 80 students each (77, 79, and 83 respectively). For the
senior capstone project class, there was one class section of 52 students, for a total of 291
students who participated in the feedback procedure designed for this research. There were 36
students who either declined or abstained from consenting for their responses to be used for
research, as well as 16 students whose results were unusable because they did not complete selfevaluations. This provided a total of 239 subjects.
All of the participants worked on a major term project in which they were required to
work in groups. The students in the leadership class worked on a non-technical “social change”
project, and were for the most part in groups of five (there were 42 teams of five and six groups
of four). The students in the capstone class worked on a technical engineering design project, and
there were sixteen teams; twelve teams of four and four teams of three.

4.2 – Procedure
For this study, a procedure was developed which incorporated many of the elements of
effective feedback which were outlined in the literature review. These include rater training,
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justification of ratings, time for reflection and goal setting, disclosure, as well as repetition and
follow-up. This procedure is outlined in the following paragraphs.
A primary feature of the feedback procedure which was developed was that it included
three evaluations performed throughout the course of the semester (i.e., beginning, middle, and
end). This was in order to provide students with the opportunity for repetition and follow-up. In
the past, the classes who participated in this study included only one group-member evaluation,
which was conducted at the end of the semester, and was done anonymously. Because the
activities associated with this procedure were a part of the curricula, all students in these classes
participated in the procedure; however, students were allowed to withdraw their responses from
the data set if they did not wish to be included in the research.
In order to provide training, prior to the first evaluation the students reviewed a reading
assignment on supportive communication. They also received a ten-minute PowerPoint lecture
about attaining self-awareness through feedback and how to effectively give and receive
feedback. They were told to pay particular attention to “The Eight Attributes of Supportive
Communication” in Table 4.2 on pg. 247 of the reading (see Appendix A for a copy of the
reading and also the PowerPoint slides which were presented). The students were also informed
whether they were going to be providing feedback anonymously or non-anonymously. In order to
keep them blind to the treatment, no mention was made in the presentation to the students
regarding the pros and cons of anonymity and non-anonymity. They were also not made aware
that other class sections were participating in this procedure and that some sections were
providing feedback anonymously, while others were providing it non-anonymously.
The evaluations were conducted via Qualtrics, which is a web-based survey tool. The
first portion of the survey was quantitative, with ratings from 1 to 7 on a Likert scale (1 being the
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negative end of the scale, and 7 the positive end of the scale) being provided in each of the
following areas: attendance, contribution, interpersonal skills, quality of work, timeliness,
responsibility and accountability, task support and overall performance. These attributes were a
compilation of other feedback rubrics provided by Dr. Jim Nelson (the capstone class
coordinator), Dr. Sheli Sillito Walker (a professor of Organizational Behavior and Leadership at
BYU), and one which was obtained from the web (University at Buffalo, n.d.). There were also
two open-ended questions at the end of the survey; one in which the rater was to identify the
greatest weakness of the person they were rating and justify/clarify any poor ratings which were
provided in the quantitative portion of the survey; and the other in which they did the same, only
regarding strengths instead of weaknesses. For each evaluation, each student assessed him- or
herself as well as each of his or her individual teammates. To view a full version of the survey,
see Appendix B. The data for the analysis of self-awareness was obtained from these surveys.
Before the results were distributed to the students, the data were manually checked for
errors and corrected. The most common errors included students selecting the wrong team
number, selecting the wrong name from the pull-down list for either the rater or ratee, as well as
not completing a self-evaluation. Once the evaluations were corrected, the responses were
exported to a spreadsheet which automatically compiled each student’s feedback into a formatted
report. The reports were then e-mailed out to the students. The only difference in the format of
the feedback received by the two treatment groups was that for students who received nonanonymous feedback, the names of those who evaluated them were attached to the responses.
Once students received the feedback, they had a chance to review and reflect upon it.
They were instructed to then set a personal goal based upon the feedback. This was followed by
a follow-up team meeting. It was recommended that this meeting should take approximately 15

39

minutes, and that it should likely be done at the beginning of one of their team’s regularly
scheduled meetings, as was suggested in the literature review. In this meeting each student was
to share with the remainder of their team the personal goal which they set for themselves based
upon the feedback they received. Each team was also to discuss its performance as a whole, and
set collective goals for the team. This meeting was to be facilitated by a designated member of
the team, chosen by the team.
For the second evaluation the same procedure was followed; however, the instructions on
how to provide effective feedback were not repeated (although the students were to review the
reading on supportive feedback on their own). On the third evaluation, students did not review
the reading or receive instruction. Another difference was that, as the project was complete, the
final team meeting did not include goals going forward. Rather, it was a recap of the project.
Each of the steps of this procedure was part of graded assignments which were submitted by the
students. Students were not graded for correctness, only for completion. The intent of rewarding
points was solely in order to incentivize the students to complete the evaluations.
After the third and final evaluation was complete, the participants also completed a
follow-up survey in order to assess the effect which anonymity/non-anonymity had upon the way
in which they gave and received feedback, as well as the effect it had upon their team as a whole.
Measures for honesty and candor, defensiveness and acceptance, team trust and unity, as well as
team performance, came from this survey. For most of the questions, students provided a
response on a 5-point scale, 1 being negative and 5 being positive. At the end of the survey there
was also one open-ended question in which students were free to provide comments regarding
their experience with providing feedback. See Appendix B for a full copy of this survey.
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4.3 – Measures
Self-other agreement is most often measured by way of a difference score, which
represents the algebraic difference between the students’ self-rating and the mean of the ratings
provided by their teammates. In this study, both raw difference scores and absolute value
difference scores were used (Jordan and Ashkanasy, 2006). The scores used for analysis were
obtained from the “Overall” category in the feedback survey.
Absolute difference scores were used in the analysis of self-other agreement (i.e.,
Hypothesis 1). This was because the question of interest was in regards only to one’s level of
accuracy, not whether they were due to low or high self-ratings (i.e., underrating or overrating).
For hypothesis 2, raw difference scores were used to classify students into one of three
categories of self-other agreement (i.e., in-agreement, overrater, or underrater), according to the
scores provided at the first time interval. Those whose raw difference scores were within one
standard deviation above or below the mean of the raw difference scores were categorized as inagreement. Those who were more than one standard deviation above were classified as
overraters, and those who were more than one standard deviation below as underraters. Based
upon this definition of agreement, there were 180 students who were in agreement, 31 overraters,
and 28 underraters. Some suggest that the appropriate cut-off for being in-agreement should be
0.5 standard deviations above and below the mean (Atwater and Yammarino, 1992); however,
one of the reasons that one standard deviation was used was to ensure that the overraters and
underraters were truly over and under in their self-ratings, and that it was not merely a matter of
chance. Although it is not a part of this study, further analysis may be needed to determine what
the most appropriate standard is for determining the cut-off for those who are in-agreement and
those who are not, as well as at what time interval the classification should take place. As will be
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discussed near the conclusion, some students questioned the accuracy of the first evaluation
because it was performed early on in the project. They stated that they did not have time to
become acquainted with, and make adequate observations of their teammates.

4.4 – Experiment Design and Method of Analysis
This study was a random block design. Each class section was randomly assigned to one
of two treatments, anonymous or non-anonymous. In order to be clear, there was no splitting of
class sections; there was no treatment effect within class sections because all students within a
particular class were subjected to the same conditions.
For the statistical analysis of self-awareness data (i.e., self- and other-ratings from the
feedback, not the follow-up survey), hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was used. HLM is a
statistical method which is often used when the subjects of a study may be classified in groups
that have qualities that may contribute to variability, and influence the outcomes of the study. It
allows for “the study of relationships at any [hierarchical] level, while not ignoring the
variability associated with each level” (Scientific Software International, n.d.). HLM was chosen
for this study in order to account for potential variability across the class sections, which may
have been due to differences in the instructors, as well as any other unique circumstances. In
particular, this was necessary due to the fact that the capstone class had a completely different
curriculum, and that it was composed primarily of seniors. (Although the leadership class was a
sophomore-level class, it consisted of students of all class ranks). In addition, it was used to
examine change in the students over time (see Applied Longitudinal Data Analysis by Singer and
Willett). Under HLM, the self- and other-ratings at each time interval form level-1 of the
hierarchy, the teams are at level-2, and level-3 is the class section.
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As mentioned just previous to hypotheses 2 and 3, increases in self-other agreement can
result from a person either changing their self-ratings or changing their performance (i.e., otherscores) on later evaluations. Another factor which may affect other-scores, and which also needs
to be considered, is that non-anonymous raters are likely more susceptible to leniency bias. If
this is the case, it is possible that non-anonymous raters will become more honest, and change
their ratings on subsequent evaluations. In order to break it down into these component causes,
three separate analyses were performed: one for self-other agreement itself, and then one each
for self- and other-ratings (i.e., hypotheses 1, 2, and 3).
The follow-up survey was designed to provide measures for the other four principle
research questions (i.e., candor and honesty, acceptance, team unity and trust, and team
performance), not directly related to self-awareness. Within the survey there were multiple
questions which were intended to measure each of these constructs. Cronbach’s alpha was used
to determine how well these questions correlated with one another, and thus if they were in fact
measuring the same underlying concept which they were intended to. For Cronbach’s alpha,
anything above 0.70 being considered as satisfactory. T-tests, cross-tabulation, and odds ratios
were then used to compare the differences in the responses between the two groups.

4.5 – Limitations
For the analysis of self-other agreement, the other-scores were obtained from the mean
score of the teammates. One of the limitations to the data is that not all students completed the
evaluations. As a result, in some instances the mean other-score was based upon 1 or 2 raters,
while in others there were four other-raters. In the capstone class, as some groups only had three
members to begin with, if even one person did not participate in the evaluations, the other-score
was based solely upon one individual.
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For the follow-up survey, for each construct (i.e., trust, performance, etc.) a mean score
was calculated for each team. As a result, although the sample size for the individual students
was quite adequate, the sample size for the number of teams was not very large (NAnon = 33, NNon
=32). In addition, team performance was measured from student responses on this survey. It
would have been more preferable to use another variable, such as grades or some other
standardized measure, to evaluate performance more explicitly; however, due to the variability in
grading across sections, as well as due to the fact that the capstone students completed an
entirely different project, this was not deemed a viable option. One other limitation which was
also observed was that although HLM was used to account for variability between class sections
and to determine trends over time, in some cases when the actual data was plotted the
relationship over the three time periods in one (or both) groups did not appear to be linear.
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5 – Results

5.1 – Hypothesis 1: Self-other Agreement
Hypothesis 1: Although self-other agreement will likely increase over time regardless of
treatment, non-anonymous feedback will result in a greater increase in self-other
agreement than when feedback is given anonymously. It is predicted that this effect will
take place regardless of the classification of the ratees (i.e., agreement, overrater, or
underrater).
For the analysis of whether there was a greater increase in self-other agreement for nonanonymous students, absolute difference scores were used to measure self-other agreement. The
analysis was first performed including all participants, and then once again for each of the selfother agreement categories. This was in order to observe not only whether self-other agreement
increased for all non-anonymous students, but also whether this trend differed for those classified
as in-agreement, as overraters, and as underraters. Table 1 shows the results.
Table 1: Effect of Non-anonymity on Absolute Difference Scores
Meant=1

Wave

Difference

p-value

All Participants

0.65

-0.13

0.06

0.267

In-agreement

0.47

-0.05

0.04

0.433

Overraters

0.78

-0.18

-0.08

0.559

Underraters

1.94

-0.66

-0.27

0.157
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In this table, the “mean” column shows the mean absolute difference score at time-1 for
those in the anonymous group. The “wave” column represents the slope of the regression lines,
or in other words, how much the ratings changed per time interval. The “difference” column
represents the algebraic difference between the regression lines of the two groups, indicating
how much higher or lower the mean scores were for the non-anonymous students as compared to
the mean anonymous scores. The far right column indicates the level of significance of the
“difference” column, with p<0.05 being generally accepted as the threshold of statistical
significance.
The original hypothesis was that for those in-agreement there would be no treatment
effect. It was also that non-anonymous overraters would decrease their scores more, and nonanonymous underraters would increase their scores more, than their anonymous counterparts.
For all participants, and for those who were in-agreement, the mean non-anonymous scores were
higher by 0.06 and 0.04 respectively, and lower by 0.08 for overraters and 0.27 for underraters;
however, the high p-values show that for all classifications of participants these differences are
not significant. Based upon this, the only hypothesis which was confirmed is that there was no
significant difference for those who were in-agreement, and thus no treatment effect; however,
this is not very conclusive, as none of the p-values for any of the groups were significant.
Although it is not shown in this table, another result is that the absolute difference
between self- and other-ratings for the non-anonymous group converged at a rate of 0.05 points
greater per time period than the anonymous group; however, the p-value of 0.252 once again
indicates that this is not a significant difference. Finally, although there is not a significant
difference between treatment groups, it should be noted that the p-value for the mean absolute
difference score is 0.000, revealing that for both groups there was in fact an increase in self-other
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agreement, and that this was not due to chance but as a result of the procedure.
Even though the analysis did not show statistically significant differences between
treatment groups, it is still of interest to look at a plot of the actual results. Figure 2 shows the
absolute difference scores at each evaluation for all participants.

Mean Absolute Difference

0.80
0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40

Anon.

0.30

Non‐Anon.

0.20
0.10
0.00
1

2

3

Evaluation Number

Figure 2: Self-other Agreement (All Participants)
In this figure, the downward trend in both groups illustrates the reduction in the
difference between self- and other-ratings, and thus an increase in self-other agreement, as has
already been discussed. It seems that both groups begin and end at approximately the same level
of self-other agreement, but for the non-anonymous students it looks as if there is a delayed
reaction followed by a period of more rapid progress. (This “hinge” effect provides an example
of what was stated earlier about how some of the trends in the data do not appear to actually be
linear, although this appearance may simply be due to the scale of the graph).
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5.2 – Hypotheses 2 and 3: Self- and Other-ratings
Hypothesis 2: Non-anonymous students who are not in-agreement will change their selfratings on subsequent ratings more than those who receive feedback anonymously. For
overraters, this change will be a reduction in self-ratings, and for underraters it will be an
increase. For students who are in-agreement there will be no treatment effect.
Hypothesis 3: With successive ratings, the other-ratings of overraters in the nonanonymous group will increase more than the other-ratings of overraters in the
anonymous group. For underraters and those who are in-agreement there will be no
treatment effect.
The purpose of hypotheses 2 and 3 was to take a closer look at the two primary factors
which contribute to self-other agreement: changes in self-ratings and changes in other-ratings.
Table 2 displays the results for self-ratings, and Table 3 shows the analysis for other-ratings. In
this case the values in the mean column are the means of the self- and other-scores (out of 7)
which were provided by those doing the rating. The remaining columns represent the same
measures that were indicated in the previous analysis.
Table 2: Effect of Non-anonymity on Self-ratings
Meant=1

Wave

Difference

p-value

All Participants

6.17

0.21

-0.10

0.144

In-agreement

6.24

0.18

-0.03

0.666

Overraters

6.80

-0.09

-0.19

0.192

Underraters

4.66

0.76

0.32

0.234
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Table 3: Effect of Non-anonymity on Other-ratings
Meant=1

Wave

Difference

p-value

All Participants

6.51

0.12

0.03

0.467

In-agreement

6.57

0.10

0.01

0.866

Overraters

6.04

0.25

0.18

0.415

Underraters

6.54

0.06

0.01

0.931

The raw numbers in the mean and difference columns show what was expected from the
hypothesis for self-scores. That is, for those who were in-agreement the difference between
treatment groups was quite small; the overraters had the highest self-scores, and self-scores were
lower for the non-anonymous group; and, the underraters had very low self-scores, with selfscores being higher for the non-anonymous group. Once again, however, high p-values show that
none of these differences are statistically significant.
For other-scores, non-anonymous overraters did experience the greatest increase over
their anonymous counterparts (0.18 for overraters vs. 0.01 for both in-agreement and
underraters) as was expected; however, this difference still only produced a p-value of 0.415, and
therefore no conclusions can be made as to a treatment effect.
Although, once again, there is no statistical significance the plots of the actual results
seem to provide some insight into how those in each of the different categories reacted to
feedback. Figure 3, 4, 5 and 6 show the self- and other-scores for: all participants, those who are
in-agreement, overraters, and underraters respectively. The graphs for both the anonymous and
non-anonymous groups within each of these categories are shown side-by-side for easy
comparison.
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Figure 3: Self- and Other-scores for All Participants
Across all participants, and also across treatment groups, the trends in self- and otherscores are nearly identical. One observation from the graphs above is that the self-lines are lower
than the other-lines, therefore it seems that, on average, the students in this study underrated
themselves, with the mean difference between self- and other-scores being approximately 0.5.
The graphs also show a narrowing of the gap between the self- and other-lines for both treatment
groups. This illustrates the increase in self-other agreement which was shown in the previous
analysis. Another interesting feature is that the anonymous results appear to be more hinged than
the non-anonymous scores, both self and other. The non-anonymous scores increase more
linearly, while the anonymous scores remain relatively constant over the first two evaluations,
before increasing at the third. It is difficult to discern what may contribute to this effect.
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Figure 4: Self- and Other-scores for In-agreement
The trends for the in-agreement group were relatively similar to the results which
included all participants. This can be expected, as in-agreement was defined as being one
standard deviation above and below the mean; therefore, theoretically about 68% of the sample
should be classified as in-agreement (in actuality it was 75%). As seen in Figure 4, both the
anonymous and non-anonymous groups experienced a slight overall increase in both self- and
other-ratings, although the increase for the non-anonymous group was even milder. Furthermore,
although the final scores for both groups are essentially the same, for the non-anonymous
students there is an initial drop followed by an increase (i.e., hinge effect), and this is true for
both self- and other-scores. For the anonymous students, both the self- and other-scores increase
in more of a straight-line fashion. Because the reactions to feedback are minimal for those who
are in-agreement, regardless of whether they are anonymous or not, it is difficult to determine
what causes this hinge effect in non-anonymous students.
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Figure 5: Self- and Other-scores for Overraters
As seen in the Figure 5 above, the other-scores for both anonymous and non-anonymous
gradually increase linearly over time; however, the self-ratings experience a hinge effect. After
the first rating, the self-scores drop off, and then follow the same basic trajectory as the otherscores to the third evaluation. Perhaps the most notable observation is that for the nonanonymous students the initial drop in self-ratings is greater (0.73 vs. 0.37) than the anonymous
students, and they actually drop below the other-scores at both times 2 and 3.
This sudden drop after the first evaluation seems to confirm that the negative feedback
comes as a surprise to overraters, and that they will self-correct their ratings. It seems that the
feedback received is quite beneficial to their level of self-awareness, as they are essentially inagreement from that time forward. Due to the self-scores for the non-anonymous students
dropping below their other-ratings, it seems that this desire to self-correct is amplified by
receiving feedback non-anonymously.
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In theory it seems that this increase in self-correction could be due to an increase in
perceived accuracy and a reduction in defensiveness, resulting in a stronger desire to self-correct;
however, the statistical results in section 4.5.4 showed that there was no difference in the
perceived accuracy, and also that the non-anonymous students were actually more defensive.
Perhaps one of the most meaningful inferences that can be made from Figure 5 is that it
seems that leniency bias does not control for self-other agreement (it is also illustrated in Figure
4, although it is not as strongly expressed). The reason for this is that because non-anonymous
raters are more susceptible to leniency bias, true overraters may actually be “artificially inagreement”, and there would be less room for improvement in self-other agreement. In other
words, because the other-ratings are artificially high due to leniency, and self-scores are high due
to egocentric bias, people who are true overraters may be led to believe that they are good
performers when they actually are not, and therefore may not be motivated to make any changes
in their self-scores. If leniency bias did in fact govern, then self-ratings should remain constant;
however, as seen in Figure 4 and Figure 5, the self-ratings for both treatment groups actually
dropped after the first evaluation.
Figure 6 shows that it was underraters who experienced the most dramatic changes in
self-other agreement in response to feedback (although the plots for the two treatment groups are
basically identical). The gap between the self- and other-scores for underraters is clearly much
larger than the gap for the overraters (between 1.5 and 2 for underraters vs. 0.6 to 0.7 for
overraters); in other words, even though both groups are “not self-aware”, the underraters
exhibited a greater lack of self-awareness. In addition, not only were their self-ratings the most
discrepant, underraters also changed their self-ratings the most with successive evaluations. The
self-ratings in both the anonymous and non-anonymous groups increased by approximately 1.5
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from beginning to end, whereas in all other groups and categories, the greatest change was only
about 0.5.

Performance Score

Anonymous

Non‐anonymous

7.0

7.0

6.5

6.5

6.0

6.0

5.5

5.5

5.0

5.0

4.5

4.5

4.0

4.0
1

2

Self
Other

1

3

Evaluation Number

2
Self

3
Other

Figure 6: Self- and Other-scores for Underraters
These findings also seem to confirm that underraters are the least likely to improve their
performance, as seen by the constancy of the other-ratings; however, their other-ratings at time-1
are already relatively high, so there may not be much room for improvement. Therefore, it seems
that for underraters, the greatest contributor to low self-other agreement is a poor self-perception
accompanied by feelings of low self-worth. Out of all of the self-other agreement groups, it
seems that underraters benefitted the most from receiving feedback, at least in terms of
increasing self-awareness.

5.2.1 – General Observations
As was shown in the previous graphs, both the anonymous and non-anonymous students
showed overall increases in both self- and other-ratings over time. Even when analyzed
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individually, although there are unique trends which occur within each self-other agreement
categories, all of the categories show an overall upward trend. It is assumed that this overall
increase in performance is not necessarily due to receiving feedback, and that it is just a natural
improvement that comes with time and experience on a project. One rationale for this is that,
according to the theories which have been outlined, if overraters and underraters are both
decreasing and increasing their respective self-ratings, and if those in-agreement do not change
their self-ratings, then the self-ratings line should remain flat. Furthermore, if the other-ratings of
overraters increase, and remain constant for underraters and those who are in-agreement, a slight
overall increase in other-scores should occur due to the overraters.

5.3 – Hypothesis 4: Leniency and Honesty
Hypothesis 4: In the first evaluation, quantitative feedback scores will be higher (i.e.,
more lenient) for the non-anonymous students than for the anonymous students; however,
although the scores may be more lenient in the beginning, with subsequent evaluations
there will be no difference between non-anonymous and anonymous scores. In addition,
there will be no perceived difference in the overall level of honesty and candor between
the anonymous and non-anonymous groups.
The hypothesis of this test was that, at the first evaluation, the other-scores of the nonanonymous group would be higher (i.e., more lenient) than those provided by the anonymous
students, and then by time-3 there would be no difference. In
Table 3 from the previous analysis, the row labeled “all participants” showed that over
the course of the feedback procedure there was no significant difference between the treatment
groups (p-value 0.467); however, a more detailed analysis was required in order to determine
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whether there were differences in scores at any particular time interval. A t-test for difference of
means was performed for each time interval. The scores provided at each interval are plotted in
Figure 7, with the statistical analysis shown in Table 4.

Other‐Score

7.00

6.75

Non‐anonymous
6.50

Anonymous

6.25
1

2

3

Evaluation Number

Figure 7: Plot of Other-scores at Evaluations 1, 2, and 3
Table 4: Statistical Analysis of Other-scores at Evaluations 1, 2, and 3
Evaluation #
1
2
3

MeanAnon
6.47
6.60
6.75

MeanNon
6.55
6.50
6.72

Difference
0.08
-0.10
-0.03

p-value
0.105
0.047
0.330

At time-1, the non-anonymous scores were higher than the anonymous, and the p-value
of 0.105 provides suggestive but inconclusive evidence that this difference is due to the
treatment. At times 2 and 3, the non-anonymous other-scores then dropped below the scores for
the anonymous students. By looking at the beginning and end time intervals, the respective pvalues of 0.105 and 0.330 seem to confirm the hypothesis that non-anonymous other-scores
would start out higher and then by time-3 there would be no difference; however, the most
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interesting aspect of this analysis is that time-2 produced the most statistically significant
difference, and that the non-anonymous scores were actually lower, not higher than the
anonymous scores. This raises a question as to why the most significant difference came in the
middle of the procedure, rather than at the beginning or end. Was this drop due to a decrease in
performance between times 1 and 2, or was there something which caused raters to grade more
harshly at this point in time?
Upon further reflection, it seems that that the drop in non-anonymous other-scores results
not from decreased performance, but rather from non-anonymous raters becoming more
comfortable providing more honest and accurate feedback. This is due to the fact that nonanonymous raters are more susceptible to leniency. Previous graphs showed that participants
self-corrected their self-ratings after evaluation-1, but in this case it seems that it is the otherraters who realize the inaccuracy of their ratings and correct their follow-up assessments. Once
again, it is important to note that both groups end up at the same spot in the end, but the
treatment effect produces a different path to get there.
Another aspect of leniency is how honest and candid students were when providing
feedback. The level of honesty and candor was measured by the follow-up survey which was
administered to the students, although it should be noted that the survey questions never made a
distinction between quantitative and qualitative feedback. The questions were designed as a
gauge of the students’ overall level of perceived honesty. There were two pairs of questions in
this regard. The first pair asked how honest and candid students were when providing positive
feedback, and how much more honest and candid they would have been if they were in the
opposite treatment group. The second set asked the same two questions, only regarding negative
feedback. Table 5 displays the results which were obtained.
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Table 5: The Honesty and Candor of Feedback
MeanAnon

MeanNon

p-value

How honest and candid students were students
when providing positive feedback.

4.68

4.54

NS

How much more open they would have been
providing positive feedback if they were in the
other treatment group.

3.20

3.28

NS

How honest and candid students were students
when providing negative feedback.

4.10

3.67

<0.004

How much more open they would have been
providing negative feedback if they were in the
opposite treatment group.

2.54

3.55

<0.001

Survey Question

When it came to providing positive feedback, the treatment had no effect upon the
honesty. Based on t-tests, there was no significant (NS) difference between the groups at the 0.05
level. However, for negative feedback it is quite clear that non-anonymity had an effect on
students’ ability or willingness to be candid. In regards to how honest they were, the mean for the
anonymous group was 0.43 points higher than the non-anonymous group with a p-value <0.004,
providing convincing evidence that the anonymous students were more open and honest. For the
question regarding how much more honest they would have been if they were in the other group,
the difference in the mean was 1.01 (out of a possible 5 points), with the non-anonymous
students leaning toward being “somewhat more open.” The p-value of <0.001 provides very
convincing evidence that non-anonymity has a negative effect on honesty. Once again, these
conclusions are regarding students’ overall perceptions, and not in regards to one type of
feedback or one specific point in time.
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5.4 – Hypothesis 5: Defensiveness and Acceptance
Hypothesis 5: Non-anonymity will produce more thoughtful, sincere, and accurate
feedback. This is both on the part of those who provide it, as well as in regards to the
manner in which it is received. As a result, those receiving it will be more accepting of it.
The results of t-tests for the analysis of the thoughtfulness of the rater, as well the level of
acceptance by the ratee, are shown in Table 6.
Table 6: Thoughtfulness and Acceptance of Feedback
Survey Question

MeanAnon

MeanNon

p-value

How much time and thought they invested when
providing feedback.

3.80

3.77

NS

Whether the treatment made them more or less
defensive towards negative feedback.

2.83

3.11

<0.03

How much they valued the feedback they
received.

4.17

4.06

NS

The extent to which they regarded the feedback
as sincere and thoughtful.

3.87

4.01

NS

According to this analysis, there was no treatment effect regarding how much time and
thought raters put into the feedback they provided. In addition, this was also true for how much
people valued the feedback which they received, as well as the extent to which they regarded it
as being thoughtful and sincere. It is interesting that there was no observable difference for these
three questions, while for the question regarding defensiveness there was a difference. The mean
for the anonymous group was 0.28 lower than the mean for the non-anonymous students, with a
p-value of <0.03. This provides moderate evidence that, contrary to the hypothesis, those who
receive feedback non-anonymously feel more defensive than those who receive it anonymously.
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5.5 – Hypotheses 6 and 7: Cohesiveness and Performance
Hypothesis 6: Teams whose members evaluate one another non-anonymously will be
more comfortable expressing opinions and ideas, as well as dealing with conflicts, within
their teams. These teams will also experience higher levels of cohesiveness and trust.
Hypothesis 7: The performance of non-anonymous teams will be rated higher than the
performance of anonymous teams.
For the analysis of team cohesiveness and trust, as well as performance, there were no
significant differences between treatment groups, although the results are shown in Table 7.
Questions in this section were combined to form scales based on factor analysis, and the means
were compared using t-tests. The Cronbach’s alpha indicates how correlated the questions were
when combined into a single scale.

Table 7: Cohesiveness and Trust, and Team Performance
Survey Question

Cronbach’s
Alpha

Their team’s level of cohesiveness and trust.

MeanAnon

MeanNon

p-value

4.41

4.34

NS

3.69

3.60

NS

4.26

4.04

NS

4.43

4.33

NS

4.49

4.66

NS

4.46

4.47

NS

0.604

The impact which the treatment had upon
their team’s level of cohesiveness and trust.
How their team dealt with disagreements
and conflicts.

0.632

How comfortable their group members were
with expressing feelings and opinions.
The quality of work their team produced.

0.779
Their team’s level of commitment
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5.6 – Hypothesis 8
Hypothesis 8: Students in the non-anonymous group will be just as likely to prefer to
provide non-anonymous feedback in the future as those in the anonymous group will be
to want to provide anonymous feedback in the future.
One of the final questions in the survey asked the students which method of feedback,
anonymous or non-anonymous, they would choose in the future. For this analysis of future
choice preferences, a chi-square test was performed and odds ratios were calculated. The twoway table for the chi-square analysis is provided in Table 8 below.

Table 8: Two-way Table for Treatment Group vs. Future Choice
Type of group they were in
Type of group they
would choose in
the future

Anon.

Non-Anon.

Total

Anon.

104 (75.4%)

44 (41.5%)

148 (60.7%)

Non-Anon.

34 (24.6%)

62 (58.5%)

96 (39.3%)

This two-way table is statistically significant, with a chi-square p-value <0.001,
indicating quite conclusively that there is a relationship between the group that the students were
in and the method they would choose in the future. Of those in the anonymous group, 75%
would choose to be in an anonymous (same) group again in the future, and 25% would choose to
be in a non-anonymous (different) group. For non-anonymous, 42% would choose to switch to
anonymous (different), and 58% would stay non-anonymous (same). Therefore, within each
group, a majority of participants would prefer to stay with the same method, although those in
the anonymous group seem to show an even stronger preference.
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In addition, the odds of anonymous participants choosing non-anonymous in the future
are 0.32 (34/104 = 0.32) and for the non-anonymous the odds are 1.41 (62/44=1.41). These odds
are calculated by dividing the number of students in each group who would prefer nonanonymous feedback by the number who would prefer anonymous feedback. The odds ratio of
0.23 (0.32/1.41=0.23) indicates that those in the anonymous group are 77% less likely than those
in the non-anonymous group to choose to provide feedback non-anonymously in the future. In
other words, the non-anonymous group is 4.41 times more likely to choose non-anonymous
feedback in the future than is the anonymous group. In contrast, the anonymous group is 4.31
times more likely than the non-anonymous group to choose anonymous feedback in the future
((104/34)/(44/62) =4.32).

5.7 – Summary of Results
A table summarizing the statistical results for the analysis of self-other agreement is
found in Table 9 below.

Table 9: Summary of Findings and Conclusions for Self-other Agreement Data
Hypothesis 1: Non-anonymous feedback will result in a greater increase in self-other
agreement than the anonymous students.
Hypothesis 2: The self-ratings of overraters and underraters will change more for the nonanonymous group than for the anonymous group. For those “in-agreement”,
there will be no difference.
Hypothesis 3: The other-ratings of overraters will increase more for the non-anonymous group
than for the anonymous group. For underraters and those in-agreement there will
be no difference.
Conclusions: The procedure which students followed increased their level of self-other
agreement (p=0.000), although there was no significant difference between the
anonymous and non-anonymous groups. There was also no significant difference
in the change in self- and other-scores.
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In addition to the statistical results, listed below is a summary of the observations from
the actual results at each time period.


The students on average underrated themselves by approximately 0.5.



Both groups experience an increase in self-other agreement, and both groups begin and end
at approximately the same level of self-other agreement; however, for the non-anonymous
students their difference scores were essentially the same at times 1 and 2, indicating a
delayed reaction followed by a period of more rapid progress.



When observing all participants, the self- and other-scores within each of the treatment
groups follow similar trends. For the anonymous group, the trend for both the self- and otherscores is more hinged. Both self- and other-scores for the non-anonymous section increase
more linearly. The anonymous scores remain relatively constant over the first two
evaluations, before increasing at the third, although it is difficult to detect what contributes to
this effect.



For those who are in-agreement, both the anonymous and non-anonymous groups
experienced only a mild increase in both self- and other-ratings, relative to overraters and
underraters. In addition, the self- and other-scores for the anonymous students increased
more linearly, while the non-anonymous students experienced an initial drop followed by an
increase. Because the reactions to feedback are minimal for those who are in-agreement,
regardless of whether they are anonymous or not, no predictions were made as to the cause of
this difference.
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The self-ratings for those who are overraters drop off after the first evaluation, and then
follow the same basic trajectory as the other-scores to the third evaluation. This seems to
confirm that the negative feedback comes as a surprise to overraters, and that they will selfcorrect their ratings. Although not statistically significant, it appears that this self-correction
is amplified by non-anonymity.



It seems that leniency bias does not control for self-other agreement. If leniency bias did in
fact govern, then self-ratings should remain constant; however, the self-ratings for both
treatment groups actually dropped after the first evaluation.



The other-ratings of the non-anonymous students dropped after the first evaluation. It seems
that this drop results not from decreased performance, but because non-anonymous raters
become more comfortable providing honest feedback. This is because non-anonymous raters
are more susceptible to leniency at evaluation-1, but then realize the inaccuracy of their
ratings and correct their follow-up ratings.



It seems that for underraters, a poor self-perception accompanied by feelings of low selfworth is the greatest contributor to low self-ratings. It seems that underraters changed their
ratings and benefitted the most from receiving feedback, at least in terms of self-awareness.
Furthermore, underraters were the least likely to improve their performance (as gauged by
their other-ratings), although this was probably due to the fact that their ratings were high to
begin with.
A summary of the results for the remaining statistical analysis is shown in Table 10
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Table 10: Summary of Statistical Analysis
Hypothesis 4:

Conclusions:

Hypothesis 5:
Conclusions:

Hypothesis 6:

Hypothesis 7:
Conclusions:
Hypothesis 8:

Conclusions:

In the first evaluation, other-scores will be higher for the non-anonymous
students, but there will be no difference at evaluation #3. There will also be
no difference, as perceived by the students, in the level of honesty and candor
between the groups.
At time-1 the non-anonymous other-scores were somewhat more lenient than
the anonymous other-scores (p=0.105), but by time-3 there was no significant
difference (p=0.330). At time 2 there was a significant difference (p=0.047)
between the groups, and the non-anonymous scores were lower.
Students who provided feedback non-anonymously were less honest and
candid (p<0.004), and they perceived the treatment effect to have had a
greater influence upon their ability/willingness to be honest than the
anonymous students (p<0.001).
Non-anonymity will produce more thoughtful, sincere, and accurate
feedback, and those receiving it will be less defensive.
There was no treatment effect regarding how much time and thought that
raters put into feedback, how much people receiving feedback valued it, and
also the extent to which they regarded it as being thoughtful and sincere;
however, those who receive feedback non-anonymously feel more defensive
(p<0.03).
The non-anonymous students will be more comfortable expressing opinions,
as well as dealing with conflicts. These teams will also experience higher
levels of cohesiveness.
The performance of non-anonymous teams will be rated higher than that of
the anonymous teams.
There was no treatment effect upon team cohesiveness and performance.
Students in the non-anonymous group will be just as likely to prefer nonanonymous feedback in the future as those in the anonymous group will be to
prefer anonymous in the future.
There is a relationship between the group that the students were in and the
method which they would choose in the future. Non-anonymous are 4.41
times more likely than anonymous to choose non-anonymous in future.
Anonymous are 4.31 times more likely than non-anonymous to choose
anonymous in the future. Thus the odds are roughly the same.
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6 – Observations and Lesson Learned from Free Responses

The open-ended questions from the follow-up survey also provided additional insight into
why there were few significant differences between the two groups and some of the practical
issues which affected the accuracy of ratings, as well as how the procedure could be improved
upon in the future.

6.1 – The Difficulty of Maintaining Anonymity
It seems that one of the reasons that the treatment effect was minimal is that with small
groups it is difficult to maintain anonymity. Many of the anonymous participants stated that they
were able to figure out who it was that provided them with feedback, essentially removing the
treatment. This was especially true for the capstone students, as several teams only had three
members. One student in the anonymous group reported that (unintentionally) knowing who had
provided the feedback allowed their group to talk more directly and settle their differences,
which in turn led to more trust. They mentioned that they wondered if this openness would have
occurred if non-anonymity was a requirement from the beginning.

6.2 – The Pros and Cons of Anonymity
In addition to the evidence from the statistical analysis, and the difficulties with
maintaining confidentiality, the survey comments also support the notion that anonymity and
non-anonymity were not prime determinants of the effectiveness of the feedback procedure. One
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indication of this was that comments from both groups were generally balanced as to identifying
the pros and cons of anonymity versus non-anonymity. It also seemed that the responses were
influenced by which group students were in. The following three sections will provide a sample
of the comments which were received. The A or NA at the end of each quote signifies whether
the respondent was part of the anonymous or non-anonymous group.

6.2.1 – The Case for Anonymity
The feedback I received was both encouraging and instructive. I found that the
anonymity helped me not to take anything personally or treat anyone in the group
differently (A).
I believe that responding anonymously is much better than non-anonymous.
When you know that the other person will know who rated them, you feel
hindered on what you can say. It is much easier to speak your mind when the
other person has no idea who it is (NA).
I thought it was helpful that they were anonymous because when we received
feedback we were not focused on who it was that said it but rather on how we
could improve with regards to the comment (A).
I felt restrained on grading [my teammates] down in fear that they would take it
out on me and it would affect my grade. … Anonymous feedback would help in
the fact that everyone could be more honest and not have to fear the wrath of
teammates (NA).
6.2.2 – The Case for Non-anonymity
I have always felt that it is an act of cowardice to hide behind anonymity when
providing feedback. As a result I did not take anything (positive or negative) I
received in the anonymous feedbacks but rather relied on the comments given in
person from my teammates to influence my behavior (A).
The non-anonymous feedback was beneficial because it held me accountable for
the things I wrote. That accountability came with the responsibility to really think
through my comments, and be sincere about them. I always felt that the
evaluations were a chore to be done, but after completing them I felt as if I needed
to change my attitude because it was very rewarding (NA).
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To be completely honest, I had a hard time receiving feedback, both positive and
negative with it being anonymous because I felt there was no context along with
the feedback. Also I felt that it hindered building trust with others. Sometimes it’s
better just to be upfront and honest with others. It builds trust (A).
I think that we need to get used to giving non-anonymous feedback, because that's
how it is in most real-life situations (NA).
6.2.3 – Mixed Effects
As we became more comfortable with each other in our group [I] feel it would not
have mattered if the evaluations were anonymous or not because we were all open
in our discussions and received feedback well (A).
This is an effective way to evaluate our teammates. At first, it’s easy to give
feedback because it’s anonymous, but then it was easier to give feedback in
person because I felt comfortable with them (A).
[The] honest truth is that providing negative feedback is hard to do and will never
be fun or completely open. This [non-anonymous] method was ok, but it was not
significantly better than others either (NA).
I do not see disclosing who said what to hindering the openness and honesty of
my own personal feedback. However, I do acknowledge that it would be for some
people. It's hard to say which way is better (A).
6.2.4 – Face-to-face and Less Structure
Another interesting observation was that there were some students who would prefer to
just give feedback face-to-face rather than in writing, as well as follow a less formal procedure.
Here are some of the comments in this regard:
I would rather [the evaluations] be done in person in a group meeting, [as] writing
things can often lead to misunderstandings (A).
I prefer to address problems in person. [Taking] time to sit and talk about
strengths and weaknesses [is] good, but for people that have a hard time
expressing emotions openly, I can see the advantage of online [evaluations] (NA).
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6.3 – The Other Aspects of Feedback
As mentioned previously, it seems that anonymity and non-anonymity are not prime
determinants of the effectiveness of feedback. While the comments regarding the pros and cons
of anonymity versus non-anonymity were for the most part balanced, the comments in other
areas more clearly favored either a positive or negative position. The following sections will
outline which parts of the feedback procedure were viewed as being effective, and which parts
needed improvement.

6.3.1 – Multiple Evaluations, Setting Goals, and Group Discussions
Many students suggested that performing multiple evaluations, having to set goals, and
then disclosing and discussing their feedback with their group contributed greatly to the
effectiveness of the procedure.
I think having multiple opportunities to provide evaluation and feedback made it possible
to keep track of progress that was made throughout the duration of the course. It also
helped to keep tabs on the things that seemed to plague us as individuals and as a group
(NA).
I actually prefer 3 team member evaluations because it reminds people that they need to
stay active throughout the project (NA).
[If there was only] one evaluation at the end of the project [it] would have had no effect
on the outcome of the project because it would be too late to make adjustments (A).
Setting specific goals based on feedback and sharing them with the team was particularly
helpful to my progress (NA).
It should be noted that there were also some exceptions. One student suggested that only
one evaluation in the beginning was sufficient, and another thought that only one was needed at
the end. Here are their responses:
For my team, the subsequent evaluations seemed pointless. The first one was enough to
get us improving to the point that we had less feedback to give (A).
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I feel the evaluations were not the most productive use of our group meetings, because
really we had already overcome most of our conflicts and were already very productive
together. I think just a final evaluation would have been necessary (A).
6.3.2 – Timing and Frequency of Feedback
A common response as to what could be improved was that students felt that the first
evaluation was conducted too early (about two weeks) into the project. They did not feel like
they knew their teammates well enough, or that they had had a sufficient opportunity to observe
them, in order to provide accurate ratings. In a procedure, if the sole goal of the first evaluation is
to produce accurate results, this may indeed be problematic. On the other hand, despite any
inaccuracies, one of the benefits to an early first evaluation is that it allows students to gain
experience in providing feedback and expressing their opinions. This makes them more prepared
to provide higher quality feedback on the second evaluation, which many students stated was
probably the most influential for accomplishing self-improvement. In support of this, one of the
students stated:
Seeing the negative feedback from people who I didn't really know was really
hard. However, I feel that if we hadn't had that negative feedback so early in the
semester that no one in the group would have changed or grown (A).
The most common (and most critical) response which students provided was that
although they saw the value of providing feedback multiple times throughout the project, they
felt that 3 evaluations was too many, given the time frame of the project. In most instances the
evaluations were conducted about 3-4 weeks apart. The students stated that this was too short of
a period for team members to bring about any observable changes in behavior. Many felt that
their sincerity waned as they struggled to generate meaningful feedback. Although there was one
student who commented that: “For each evaluation, I took each one with more sincerity. The first
one I did without thought, but on the last one I actually cared” (A).
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7 – Conclusion

7.1 – Recommendations
Upon considering the material covered in the literature review, as well as the more
practical implications which were discovered from the follow-up survey, the following
recommendations are being made in order to improve the feedback procedure which was utilized
in this study. In addition, some of the procedures followed were necessary in order to obtain the
data for analysis, and some of these should be modified in order to make the procedure more
sustainable. The revised instructions for the procedure, which are based upon these
recommendations, are found in Appendix C.

7.1.1 – Timing of Feedback
Despite any inaccuracies, one of the benefits to an early first evaluation is that it allows
teammates to gain experience communicating and expressing their opinions to one another,
which ideally cultivates an atmosphere of openness and trust. This also makes them more
prepared to provide higher quality feedback on subsequent evaluations; however, as previously
noted, many students regarded the first evaluation as less effective because they felt that it was
too early in the project to be able to provide accurate and useful results. One of the key
components of a successful feedback procedure is maintaining the credibility of the process. If
participants view the procedure with skepticism and contempt, then the process is essentially
rendered useless.
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In order to address this issue, it is recommended that, rather than performing a team
member evaluation at time-1, students should perform a 360-feedback analysis shortly before the
project begins. In a 360-analysis students rate themselves on different leadership and
interpersonal competencies, and their other-ratings come from stakeholders in other areas of their
lives. The team would still hold a meeting early in the project in which the team members openly
declare their goals for the project to the team; however, the goals would be based upon the
results of the 360-feedback rather than feedback from their teammates. The current procedure
would then resume for evaluations 2 and 3. The primary benefit to this updated version of
evaluation-1 is that it will still accomplish the purposes of increasing self-awareness, as well as
establishing a pattern of communication and trust, but without raters having to perform an extra
evaluation. This is especially true for the students in the leadership class, as they already have to
perform a 360-feedback evaluation as part of the class. It will resolve the issue of having
inaccurate early evaluations, as well as avoid rater burnout as students will only have to perform
two evaluations instead of three. Doing this will maintain the credibility of the procedure and
help students to obtain accurate results in the long run.

7.1.2 – Eliminate Self-evaluations
Self-ratings were performed throughout the feedback procedure in order to help students
gauge their self-awareness, as well as so that self-other agreement could be observed and tracked
for the analysis which was performed. Another way to reduce the burden on raters, and maintain
credibility, is to eliminate the self-ratings at times 2 and 3. If 360-feedback is used in place of
evaluation-1, this would already include a formal self-evaluation and would achieve the purposes
of heightening self-awareness. On evaluations 2 and 3, even though students would not formally
rate themselves, when people receive ratings and feedback from others there is an instinctive
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“self-rating” which occurs naturally within the ratee. It seems that with subsequent evaluations,
formal self-ratings become redundant and are viewed simply as a task to be performed.

7.1.3 – Self-administration
In this procedure the feedback was collected and distributed by the persons administering
the team evaluation surveys. Once again, this was necessary in order to compile the data for
analysis. In the future, however, it would be beneficial to have the students administer their own
feedback, although they would all still be required to follow a uniform procedure. There are
multiple reasons why this is beneficial. First, it ensures confidentiality. If a student thinks that
those administering the feedback (i.e., TA or Professor) are going to view the results, it may
skew their responses. In the follow-up survey one of the students actually wrote that “the biggest
influence on the evaluations was knowing that the teacher and TA would be able to see the
results.” Self-administration is also beneficial because it seems that it would create a greater
sense of ownership for the feedback; that is, students would have more responsibility and
control, and would thus take the process more seriously. Third, self-administration simplifies the
process and reduces the potential for error. Each individual “administrator” would only be
responsible for managing 3 or 4 evaluations, whereas when one person administers the feedback
for all participants he or she is potentially responsible for hundreds of responses.

7.1.4 – Open-ended Feedback
For the open-ended feedback, the two questions regarding “strengths” and “weaknesses”
should be combined into one question in which students are free to address either one or the
other, or both. With the way that these questions were structured in this procedure, some students
felt obligated to find and report weaknesses in their teammate, even if they felt that none existed,
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thus stifling openness and accuracy. In addition, at the recommendation of one of the students in
the follow-up survey, rather than “weaknesses”, a term such as “areas of most needed
improvement” should be used. This is in order to change the connotation, and prevent too much
emphasis from being placed on conflict and negative feedback. This will likely make raters more
willing to address areas of concerns, as they will not feel as punitive in providing negative
feedback.

7.1.5 – Improved Training
Another suggestion from the survey which should be implemented is to provide students
with clearer instructions and more training on how to effectively conduct their team meetings in
which they discuss their goals. That is, rather than just telling them what to do, they should also
be instructed on how to do it. Perhaps a role play would be most helpful.

7.1.6 – Scoring
One final suggestion to be implemented is to ensure that the rating scale is simple. One
student commented, “The numbering system was strange. What does a 6.8 out of 7 mean? Well it
probably means the same thing as a 4 in a 1 to 5 scale. … Don't make it so complicated.” In this
procedure the students were rated on a scale of 1 to 7, although the scale increased at increments
of 0.1, essentially creating a 70 point scale. A full integer or half-point scale would be more
appropriate.

7.2 – Summary of Results
Despite any shortcomings in the process, the overall impression from the follow-up
survey was that this feedback procedure was effective at achieving its primary objective which,
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as stated in the introduction, was to increase self-awareness in students and “provide them with
experiences which will teach them how to communicate more effectively and prepare them for
working on teams in their future careers.”
From a quantitative perspective, this study showed that feedback did in fact increase selfother agreement, although non-anonymity did not produce a significant overall difference. This
was also true for changes in both self- and other-ratings (which are the two components of selfother agreement). Non-anonymity likewise did not have a significant effect on the perceived
level of honesty, thoughtfulness, and sincerity of feedback, or upon a team’s level of
cohesiveness and performance.
It seems that leniency bias does not control for self-other agreement. If leniency bias did
in fact govern, then the self-ratings should have remained constant due to overraters being
“artificially in-agreement”; however, the self-ratings for both treatment groups actually dropped
after the first evaluation.
As far as leniency and honesty, as was expected, non-anonymous students provided more
lenient ratings in the beginning, but by time-3 they became more comfortable providing honest
feedback, and there was no difference between the groups. At evaluation-2 it seemed that they
realized the leniency of their ratings at evaluation-1, and then corrected their follow-up ratings.
According to students’ perceptions of the overall process, those providing feedback nonanonymously were significantly less open and honest. It was also interesting to observe that nonanonymity actually increased defensiveness, rather than decreasing it.
Finally, future preferences for providing feedback are related to the way in which
students performed feedback in the past, and students who performed feedback nonanonymously are much more likely to prefer performing feedback non-anonymously in the
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future. This seems to show that past experience is a condition for openness for non-anonymous
evaluations.
In the end, there was no strong evidence for or against non-anonymity, and thus it appears
that there was no major treatment effect. The primary conclusion from this research is that it
appears that, under the conditions which were present, it may be difficult to obtain statistically
significant differences between anonymous and non-anonymous feedback. There are two
justifications as to why this may be the case, which are based upon insights gained from the
follow-up survey. First, if non-anonymous feedback does indeed produce positive outcomes, it
may take a longer period of time for these differences to be noticed. This process took place over
only about a three-month period, and feedback was received only 3-4 weeks apart. Secondly,
when teams are small (i.e., only 3-5 members) it is difficult to maintain anonymity. If anonymity
is to be assured, perhaps this is only possible in larger groups.

7.3 – Closure
Perhaps the most delicate issue with peer feedback is establishing an appropriate level of
accountability. The dilemma is that, although increasing rater accountability increases the
likelihood that raters will take the task more seriously and provide more thoughtful and
justifiable ratings, it also increases the probability of raters being more lenient (London, Smith,
and Adsit, 1997; Cleveland and Murphy, 1992). The resulting challenge is to create conditions
under which people will give impartial, thoughtful, and candid feedback, and those who receive
it are accepting of it and implement it in their lives.
One proposed solution to this problem is to utilize either anonymous or non-anonymous
feedback at different stages of the process. In the early stages, confidentiality and anonymity
may be essential for instilling confidence in the feedback process; however, once people have
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become accustomed to the procedure, a feedback system which includes the open discussion of
ratings could be adopted (Peiperl, 1999).
Alternatively, the preferred procedure is for students working in small teams to provide
non-anonymous feedback throughout the entire process. This is because, as just noted, even if
anonymity is a required condition, it is difficult to maintain. It seems that pretending that
anonymity exists when in fact it does not may actually hinder transparency and trust.
Furthermore, even if students are unsure of whom it is that provided them with feedback, there
still exists the natural tendency to make assumptions, which can increase tension and mistrust
within a team. Finally, it seems that giving feedback non-anonymously will more effectively
prepare students for working on teams in their careers, as this is more reflective of the way that
feedback is provided in the workplace. In practice this second proposal may result in some initial
resistance from participants; however, requiring non-anonymity from the beginning will
accelerate their transition to providing open and honest feedback. Either way, the highest aim of
the feedback process should be the cultivation of an atmosphere of transparency and trust, in
which both the giver and receiver are fully accountable, and opinions and feelings are shared
openly and freely. When this occurs, formal feedback and questionnaires eventually disappear
and are replaced with ongoing feedback on an informal, day-to-day basis (Bracken and
Timmreck, 2001; Antonioni, 1996).
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APPENDIX B.

SURVEYS

The following are the surveys which were used by the students to perform peer
evaluations, as well as for collecting data for this research. The survey in B.1 is the feedback tool
itself, and it also provided the data for the analysis of self-other agreement. The survey in B.2 is
the follow-up survey which provided the data for measuring the effects of the treatment (i.e.,
honesty, defensiveness, cohesiveness, and performance).

B.1 – Team-Member Evaluation
Based on the rating scale provided below, select the response that best indicates your
perception of each team member’s contribution to your team. You will complete one evaluation
for yourself as well as one evaluation for each of your fellow team members. Strive to be
consistent in your evaluations; that is, if one team member performed better or worse than
another in a particular area this should be reflected in the scores which you assign to them. Just
so that you are aware, this feedback is non-anonymous and your teammates will be aware of who
it is that evaluated them.
At the end of this survey you will have the opportunity to justify and provide an
explanation for the scores which you have assigned to yourself and your teammates. In
performing this assessment, please be as honest and accurate as you can. Please keep in mind
that feedback which is overly harsh, or which is merely "venting" is not helpful. Likewise,
feedback which is "sugar-coated" in order to avoid offense is also not helpful. Please be
thoughtful, and provide feedback which will helpful and useful to the person you are rating.
Q1. Your team number:
Q2. Your name:
Q3. Name of person you are evaluating (If you are evaluating yourself, select your own name):

92

Q4. ATTENDANCE
Rate this team member on their attendance at group meetings. Did they regularly attend
group meetings? Were they late or absent for meetings, which required the group to work
around them or else reschedule the meeting?
1-2 = Regularly absent/and or late and the group had to work around this member
3-5 = Occasionally absent and/or late but was not a major inconvenience to the group
6-7 = Excellent attendance and the group could count on this member
Q5. CONTRIBUTION
Rate this team member according to their individual involvement and contribution to the
team's efforts. Did they do their fair share of the work? Did they actively participate in group
meetings and contribute ideas? Did they come to group meetings prepared?
1-2 = Poor contribution which negatively impacted the group's performance
3-5 = Contribution had little impact (positive or negative) on the group's performance
6-7 = Full contribution which added significantly to group performance.
Q6. INTERPERSONAL SKILLS
Rate this team member on their interpersonal skills and their effectiveness as a team player.
Were they courteous and cooperative? Did they value different perspectives and seek input
from other team members? Did they resolve disagreements in a mature and straightforward
manner?
1-2 = Very ineffective and uncooperative
3-5 = Moderately effective and cooperative
6-7 = Very effective and very cooperative
Q7. QUALITY OF WORK
Rate this team member on the quality of their work. Were they competent in completing the
tasks which they were assigned? Did their work meet project requirements and the
expectations of the rest of the group?
1-2 = Incompetent and work fails to meet expectations
3-5 = Work meets the minimum requirements
6-7 = Very competent and work meets or exceeds expectations
Q8. TIMELINESS
Rate this team member on the timeliness of their work. Did they meet deadlines set by the
group? Did they cause delays in the work of other group members? Did other group members
have to pick up this person's work in order for the team to meet deadlines?
1-2 = Consistently behind schedule
3-5 = Sometimes behind schedule and sometimes on schedule
6-7 = Consistently on time or ahead of schedule
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Q9. RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
Rate this team member on their level of responsibility and willingness to be accountable for
their work. Did they carry out their assigned tasks? Did they make excuses or blame others
when they failed to complete a task or meet a deadline?
1-2 = Very irresponsible and often made excuses
3-5 = Somewhat responsible
6-7 = Very responsible and took ownership for work
Q10. TASK SUPPORT
Rate this team member on their level of task support. Did they freely share information and
provide assistance to others? Did they volunteer to do tasks which may have been outside
of their area of interest, yet were necessary to complete the project?
1-2 = Not helpful
3-5 = Moderately helpful
6-7 = Very helpful
Q11. OVERALL PERFORMANCE
Rate this team member on their overall performance and contribution to the team's success.
1-2 = Poor performance
3-5 = Moderate performance
6-7 = Extraordinary performance
Q12. Identify this team member's greatest weakness and what he/she should do to improve upon
it. Also justify any negative ratings from the previous questions. Please be specific and, if
possible, provide examples; however, you do not need to address every minor issue or
offense. Remember that feedback which is overly harsh, or else "sugar-coated" to avoid
offense, are both not helpful. Please be thoughtful and honest, and provide feedback which
will help this person to improve their performance on the team.
Q13. Identify this team member's greatest strength and/or contribution to the team. Also justify
any positive ratings from the previous questions. Please be specific and, if possible, provide
examples. Keep in mind that being overly nice, or failing to recognize legitimate strengths,
are both not helpful. Please be thoughtful, and provide comments which will help this
person to accurately identify their strengths and recognize their contributions to the team.
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B.2 – Follow-up Survey
The following survey is to evaluate your experience in working on the LAP/Capstone project and
providing feedback to your teammates. Because your experiences and opinions likely varied over
the course of the project, in providing your answers please consider your overall experience.
Please be aware that your grade for this portion of the assignment is not based upon your
individual responses to the questions. Just to be clear, there are no “good” or “right” answers,
and your grade depends solely upon whether or not you complete the survey. Therefore, please
be as open and honest as possible in your responses.
Q1 Your team number:
Q2 Your name:
Section 1 – Team Performance
Q3 How would you rate the quality of the work your team produced?
Very poor (1)
Somewhat poor (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat good (4)
Very good (5)
Q4 How would you categorize your team’s level of participation and contribution?
1 or 2 team members did a majority of the work. (1)
There were times when everyone contributed, but for the most part 1 or 2 team members
did a majority of the work. (2)
It fluctuated throughout the project, and/or it is hard to determine participation and
contribution. (3)
There were times when 1 or 2 group members did most of the work, but for the most part
there was equal participation and contribution from all team members. (4)
There was equal participation and contribution from all team members. (5)
Q5 How well did your team accept, commit to, and follow through with its goals and objectives?
Very poorly (1)
Somewhat poorly (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat well (4)
Very well (5)
Q6 How effective and productive were your team meetings?
Very ineffective and unproductive (1)
Somewhat ineffective and unproductive (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat effective and productive (4)
Very effective and productive (5)
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Section 2 – Team Cohesiveness, Trust, and Unity
Q7 What was your team’s level of cohesiveness, trust, and unity?
Very low (1)
Somewhat low (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat high (4)
Very high (5)
Q8 In contrast to if you would have performed the feedback anonymously/non-anonymously,
what impact did conducting the feedback non-anonymously/anonymously have upon the level of
cohesiveness, trust, and unity which your team experienced?
Significant negative impact (1)
Mild negative impact (2)
No impact (3)
Mild positive impact (4)
Significant positive impact (5)
Q9 How were disagreements and conflicts handled within the group?
They were almost always ignored (1)
They were sometimes ignored (2)
Neutral (3)
They were sometimes dealt with (4)
They were always dealt with (5)
Q10 In team meetings, how comfortable were your group members with expressing feelings,
opinions, and ideas? These expressions may or may not have been directly related to task issues.
Very uncomfortable (1)
Somewhat uncomfortable (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat comfortable (4)
Very comfortable (5)
Q11 How were decisions made within the group? More specifically, how involved was each of
the team members in the decision making process?
Decisions were made autocratically (1)
There was a minor amount of input from each of the team members, but in general
decisions were made by one or two people. (2)
Our group had a hard time making decisions (3)
There was a lot of input from each of the team members, but in general decisions were
made by one or two people. (4)
Decisions were made by consensus (5)
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Section 3 – Providing Feedback
Q12 How honest and candid were you when you provided negative feedback to your teammates?
Very reserved and indirect (1)
Somewhat reserved and indirect (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat open and direct (4)
Very open and direct (5)
Q13 If you would have performed the evaluations anonymously/non-anonymously, what effect
would it have had on how honest and candid you were in providing negative feedback?
Much less open (1)
Somewhat less open (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat more open (4)
Much more open (5)
Q14 How honest and candid were you when you provided positive feedback to your teammates?
Very reserved and indirect (1)
Somewhat reserved and indirect (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat open and direct (4)
Very open and direct (5)
Q15 If you would have performed the evaluations anonymously/non-anonymously, what effect
would it have had on how honest and candid you were in providing positive feedback?
Much less open (1)
Somewhat less open (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat more open (4)
Much more open (5)
Q16 To what extent did non-anonymity/anonymity deter you from “venting” or engaging in
personal attacks when you provided negative feedback?
I was very unrestrained in expressing my frustrations (1)
I was somewhat unrestrained in expressing my frustrations (2)
It had no effect. I would have answered the same way regardless of whether it was
anonymous or non-anonymous. (3)
I was somewhat restrained in expressing my frustrations (4)
I was very restrained, or else kept my feelings to myself altogether (5)
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Q17 How much time, energy, and thought did you invest in constructing your feedback
responses for your teammates?
I was very thoughtless (1)
I was somewhat thoughtless (2)
My level of thoughtfulness was neutral (3)
I was somewhat thoughtful (4)
I was very thoughtful (5)
Section 4 – Receiving Feedback
Q18 When receiving negative feedback, did being aware/not being aware of who it was that was
evaluating you make you feel more or less defensive (i.e., your level of denial or selfjustification of your weaknesses)? This is in contrast to receiving feedback anonymously/nonanonymously.
Much less defensive (1)
Somewhat less defensive (2)
It had no effect on my level of defensiveness (3)
Somewhat more defensive (4)
Much more defensive (5)
Q19 In contrast to receiving feedback anonymously/non-anonymously, what effect did being
aware/not being aware of who it was that was evaluating you have on your ability to identify
your personal weaknesses and improve your performance?
It had a very negative effect (1)
It had a somewhat negative effect (2)
It had no effect (3)
It had a somewhat positive effect (4)
It had a very positive effect (5)
Q20 How much did you value the feedback you received? In other words, to what extent did you
regard it as worthy of your consideration?
I didn’t value the feedback at all (1)
I didn’t value the feedback much (2)
It had no effect on the level of value which I placed on the feedback (3)
I valued the feedback somewhat (4)
I valued the feedback very much (5)
Q21 From your perspective, to what extent did you consider the persons rating you, and the
comments you received, as being thoughtful and sincere?
Very thoughtless and insincere (1)
Somewhat thoughtless and insincere (2)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat thoughtful and sincere (4)
Very thoughtful and sincere (5)
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Section 5 – Accountability
Q22 To what extent did having to set goals (based upon the feedback you received), motivate and
aid you in improving your performance throughout the project?
Very unhelpful and unmotivating (1)
Somewhat unhelpful and unmotivating (2)
The effect was neither positive or negative (3)
Somewhat helpful and motivating (4)
Very helpful and motivating (5)
Q23 How much did the requirement to disclose your personal goals to your teammates motivate
and aid you in improving your performance throughout the project?
Very unhelpful and unmotivating (1)
Somewhat unhelpful and unmotivating (2)
The effect was neither positive or negative (3)
Somewhat helpful and motivating (4)
Very helpful and motivating (5)
Q24 How much did the requirement to follow up with your teammates on your goals motivate
and aid you in improving your performance throughout the project?
Very unhelpful and unmotivating (1)
Somewhat unhelpful and unmotivating (2)
The effect was neither positive or negative (3)
Somewhat helpful and motivating (4)
Very helpful and motivating (5)
Q25 How much influence did performing 3 evaluations have upon your willingness to be open
and honest when providing feedback to your teammates? This is in contrast to if you only
performed one evaluation at the very end of the project.
If there was only one session I would be much more reluctant to be open and honest (1)
If there was only one session I would be somewhat more reluctant to be open and honest
(2)
If there was only one session it would have no effect upon my willingness to be open and
honest (3)
If there was only one session I would be somewhat more willing to be open and honest
(4)
If there was only one session I would be much more willing to be open and honest (5)
Q26 How much influence did performing 3 evaluations throughout the project have upon your
team’s level of cohesiveness, trust, and unity? This is in contrast to if you only performed one
evaluation at the very end of the project.
It had a significant negative impact (1)
It had a mild negative impact (2)
It had no impact (3)
It had a mild positive impact (4)
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It had a significant positive impact (5)
Q27 On future projects, given the choice between providing feedback anonymously or nonanonymously, which method would you choose?
Anonymous (1)
Non-anonymous (2)
Q28 In the space below, please comment on your experience with performing team member
evaluations for the LAP/Capstone project. Feel free to relate any personal thoughts and
experiences, positive and/or negative, which illustrate your point. You may be as brief or as long
as you wish.
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APPENDIX C.

FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION

The following materials are the revised assignments/instructions for the team-member
evaluations. These are based upon the recommendations which were made in the conclusion.

C.1 – Team Evaluation Procedure for EngT 231

C.1.1 – 360-degree Survey Account Setup and Stakeholder Assignment
Part A: Set up a Qualtrics account by following the two steps below.
1. Create an e-mail alias that ends with either @byu.edu or @byu.net. Do this on myBYU
under Communication -> E-mail Alias Manager. You can still have this e-mail forward to
your regular e-mail, but you must have an e-mail ending with @byu.edu or @byu.net to
create a Qualtrics account.
2. Create a Qualtrics account by going to byu.qualtrics.com and clicking on “Please click
here to create an account.” Once you create your account you will receive an e-mail from
Qualtrics in order to confirm your account. The survey cannot be shared with you unless
you have confirmed your account. If you experience problems with this, please contact
one of the TAs.
Part B: Identify and contact at least 6 stakeholders from your life, and invite them to participate
in your 360-degree assessment. In identifying them, consult the list below, and try your best to
find stakeholders from the widest variety of backgrounds possible. If you desire, you may invite
more than 6 stakeholders (this is actually beneficial and will likely help you to gain more
personal insight). If for some reason you are having difficulty identifying 6 stakeholders, please
contact your professor or the TA for guidance.





Personal (spouse, parent, grandparent, other relative)
Employment (supervisor, coworker, subordinate)
Educational (research adviser, teammates from past group projects, professor, TA)
Religious (church leader, people you have served with/led in a church calling)
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The stakeholders you identify should be persons who have had, currently or in the past, a "stake"
in your leadership qualities. They should have enough personal experience with you (typically at
least a 3-4 month relationship) to provide accurate results. In addition, their opinions of you, and
the honesty of the feedback they provide, should not be heavily influenced by your personal
relationship with them. This is especially true when selecting family members or other relatives.
If this is the case, be sure to select individuals who will provide the most honest and candid
results.
When you contact your stakeholders, let each of them know what will be expected of them.
These expectations include:
 15-20 minutes to complete the online survey
 Willingness to provide honest and objective feedback (let them know that their responses
will be anonymous)
 A deadline for them to complete the survey so that you can complete the “360-degree
Survey Administration Assignment” (which is the next assignment) before its due date.
You will want to read this assignment in advance so that you know what is expected and
can prepare accordingly.
Also, let your stakeholders know that after they confirm their participation, you will be sending
them a link to the survey within a few days of the due date of this assignment.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment, submit a document to Learning Suite
with the following:
 A statement that you have successfully created a Qualtrics account, and that your account
has been confirmed
 The e-mail address (ending in @byu.edu or @byu.net) used to set up your account.
 A list of each of your stakeholders, including their name, relationship, and category.
Include a brief explanation (1-2 sentences) as to why you selected them as a stakeholder.
Also indicate whether you have made contact (or attempted to make contact) with your
stakeholders.
C.1.2 – 360-degree Survey Administration Assignment
After you have set up your Qualtrics account and identified your stakeholders, as outlined in the
previous assignment, you will administer the survey to the stakeholders.
Survey Distribution Instructions:
1. After the TA has shared the survey with you, the survey will appear in your Qualtrics
account under the “My Surveys” tab. The survey is titled “360 Leadership Assessment”.
2. Create your own copy of the survey by selecting the “Copy” icon on the right hand side
of the screen, and then add your name to the end of the title so it reads “360 Leadership
Assessment - Your Name”. It is this copy of the survey that you will distribute to your
stakeholders, not the original that was shared with you by the instructor/TA.
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3. Activate your survey by checking the box in the “Active” column on the left hand side of
the screen. Also, ensure that the “Open Access” toggle (in “Survey Options” under the
“Edit Survey” tab) is activated.
4. Click on the “Distribute Survey” tab and then copy and paste the link which appears into
an e-mail message that you will send out to your stakeholders. You will need to compose
your own e-mail message explaining to your stakeholders the expectations and how to
complete the survey, as outlined in the assignment instructions.
5. While you are awaiting their responses, you should complete the survey for yourself.
Create an additional copy of the survey (see step #2 above) so that it will keep your
responses separate from the responses of your stakeholders.
6. After all participants have taken the survey click the “View Results” tab to view the
responses. This is the menu from which you can export your data to include in your PLP
report. You can also click on this tab to check how many of your stakeholders have taken
the survey. If some of your stakeholders do not complete the survey, you should send
them a reminder or identify new stakeholders.
As mentioned in the previous assignment you will need to ensure that your stakeholders
complete the survey in time for you to complete this assignment. Once you have received the
feedback from your stakeholders, take some time to compare and contrast the results with the
evaluation which you performed for yourself. Based upon what you learned from your 360assessment, you will set personal goals regarding your contribution to your LAP team and what
you plan to accomplish throughout the project. In case you are uncertain of what the LAP is, it is
the major group project which you will be working on this semester.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment you will submit a document through
Learning Suite (approx.1/2 page, single spaced) which includes the following:
1. What are the main weaknesses you learned about yourself from the 360-assessment?
2. What are the main strengths you learned about yourself from the 360-assessment?
3. What are the goals that you set for yourself for the LAP project?
C.1.3 – Team Evaluation #1
Throughout the course of your LAP project, your team will hold three group discussions. The
purpose for these discussions is to help identify strengths and weaknesses, set goals, and evaluate
your progress (both individually and in your group). This assignment is the first of the three
evaluations. You should also read ahead to the Team Evaluation #2 and #3 assignments so that
you know what is expected beforehand.
For this assignment your team will meet as a group to set goals for the project. Before coming to
this group discussion you will need to have completed the 360-degree leadership assessment. At
the group meeting you will disclose to your group your weaknesses and your strengths that you
learned from the 360-assessment, as well as the goals which you set for yourself. Each member
of the team will take a turn sharing with the group. Once each of the team members has
completed their disclosure, the team as a whole will discuss and establish goals, objectives, and
team-member expectations for the project.
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This discussion should take approximately 20-30 minutes, and should be done at the beginning
of your team’s first meeting. If your team has a designated leader for the project, this person will
facilitate this meeting. If your team does not have a leader for the project, a person will need to
be assigned to lead the discussion.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment you will submit through Learning Suite
a document which includes the following:
1. Did your team hold a meeting/discussion, according to the criteria outlined above, and
did you attend and participate in this meeting?
2. What are the goals, objectives, and expectations that your team as a whole established for
the project?
3. Write a paragraph (approx. ¼ page, single spaced) about your personal reflections from
this experience.

C.1.4 – Team Evaluation #2a
For this assignment you will perform a team-member evaluation for each of your teammates.
Prior to performing the evaluation you should study the reading on supportive communication
which is attached. When you provide the feedback, pay particular attention to “The Eight
Attributes of Supportive Communication” in Table 4.2 on pg. 247 of the reading. Also, to ensure
that you receive feedback from your teammates, you should be proactive in encouraging them to
perform their evaluations of you.
These evaluations will be conducted via a Qualtrics survey, which will be shared with you
through your Qualtrics account. Create a copy and rename it “Team Evaluation #2”. To
administer the survey, follow the same procedure which was followed for the 360-assessment,
although rather than sending this survey out to stakeholders, you will e-mail the survey link to
each of your teammates. If you have any questions regarding the procedure, refer back to the
“360- degree Leadership Assessment” assignment. You will likely want to send out the survey
for this assignment about a week before the due date so that you will have sufficient time to
compile your results.
Just so you are aware beforehand, your feedback will not be anonymous; that is, your teammates
will be aware of who it is that rated them. You should also read ahead to “Team Evaluation #2b”
so that you know what is expected for that assignment beforehand, and also to ensure that you
have adequate time to plan and coordinate a team meeting before the due date.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment, submit through Learning Suite a
document with your responses to the following:
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1. Did you read and reflect upon the reading on supportive communication?
2. Did you complete the team-member evaluation for each of your teammates on Qualtrics?
(Yes or No. If no, what percentage of the evaluations did you complete?)
C.1.5 –Team Evaluation #2b
After all members of your team have completed the survey, you will once again set
personal goals regarding your contribution to the team and what you plan to accomplish
throughout the remainder of the project, only this time it will be based upon the feedback which
you received from your teammates. After doing this, you will once again hold a group
discussion, following the same basic format as the previous meeting. In this discussion you will
report to your group members how well you think you fulfilled the goals which you set for
yourself at evaluation #1. You will also disclose to your group what you learned about yourself
from this evaluation, and the goals which you set for yourself going forward. Again, each
member of the team will take a turn sharing, and then the team as a whole will follow-up on its
previous goals, and set new goals for the remainder of the project. Just as with evaluation #1, this
discussion should take 20-30 minutes, and should be facilitated by a designated leader.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment you will submit through Learning Suite
a document (1/2 - 1 page, single spaced) which includes the following:
1. How well did you achieve the goals which you set for yourself at the first evaluation?
2. What are the main weaknesses and strengths that you learned about yourself from the
feedback you received from your teammates, and what are the goals that you set for
yourself for the remainder of the project?
3. Did your team hold a meeting/discussion, according to the criteria outlined above, and
did you attend and participate in this meeting? (Yes or No will suffice)
4. What are the goals that your team as a whole set for the remainder of the project?
5. Write a paragraph about your personal reflections from this experience.

C.1.6 – Team Evaluation #3
For this evaluation, follow the same basic procedure which you followed for the previous
evaluations. This includes, reviewing the reading on supportive communication, as well as
creating an additional copy of the previous evaluation (rename it “Team Evaluation #3”), and
distributing it to your teammates. In addition, just as you did in the first two evaluations, you will
hold a team discussion; however, this will not involve goals going forward. As you will have
now completed the project, the purpose of this meeting is to follow-up on previous goals. It is
also a chance for your team to reflect upon and discuss the team's overall experience.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment you will submit through Learning Suite
a document (1/2 - 1 page, single spaced) which includes the following:
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1. Did you review the reading on supportive communication? (Yes or No)
2. Did you complete the team-member evaluation for each of your teammates on Qualtrics?
(Yes or No. If no, what percentage of the evaluations did you complete?)
3. How well did you achieve the goals which you set for yourself throughout the project?
4. Did your team hold a meeting, according to the criteria outlined above, and did you
attend and participate in this meeting? (Yes or No)
5. Write a paragraph about your personal reflections of your experiences and growth (both
personal and team) on this project.

C.1.7 – Additional Instructions for the Professor and TA


The “Account Setup and Stakeholder Assignment” should be scheduled to be due about 2
weeks before the “Survey Administration Assignment” is due. The survey should be shared
with students on Qualtrics as soon as possible after they submit the “Stakeholder”
assignment. The two-week time period should then provide the students with adequate time
to distribute the survey to their stakeholders and compile their results.



The due date of the “Survey Administration Assignment” should coincide with the “kickoff”
of the LAP project. This “kickoff” refers to the class period in which the professor formally
outlines the LAP project and informs students of who their group members are.



The due date for the “Team Evaluation #1” assignment should be one week after the
“Administration” assignment. This will provide the teams with one week to conduct their
first team meeting and hold their group discussion.



This schedule is outlined below.
Stakeholder
Assignment
due



Administer Survey
(2 weeks)

LAP Kickoff/
Administration
Assignment due

Team Meetings
(1 week)

Team
Evaluation #1
due

“Team Evaluation #2” should take place at approximately the mid-point of the project. The
reading on supportive communication should be due before class, and the PowerPoint
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presentation and the role-play of the meeting should be given in class, one week previous to
the due date of “Part 2a”. “Part 2b” should be due one week after “Part 2a”. This will provide
students with one week to hold their team discussion after they have received their feedback
from their teammates.


This sequence is illustrated below:
Reading due/
Powerpoint/
Role-play

Administer Survey
(1week)

Part 2a
due

Team Meetings
(1 week)

Part 2b
due



“Team Evaluation #3” should be due at the end of the project.



If a professor is unable to locate a copy of the reading on supportive communication, the
PowerPoint presentation to be given before “Team Evaluation #2a”, or the team evaluation
survey, they should contact Dr. Rollin Hotchkiss in the civil engineering department.

C.2 – Team Evaluation Procedure for Capstone

C.2.1 – 360-degree Leadership Assessment Assignment
If you have completed a 360-evaluation within the past year you are not required to complete this
assignment. If this is the case, you will simply submit a document to Learning Suite stating that
you have completed a 360-evaluation within the past year. If you have not done an assessment in
the past year it is essential that you complete the following. It is critical to the success of your
capstone project, both personally and as a team.
______________________________________________________________________________
Please read this entire assignment before you begin in order to make sure that you understand
what is required. These instructions not only include requirements for this homework
assignment, but also include important information to help you in administering the 360-survey
to your stakeholders. Please read carefully to ensure that you do not overlook any details.
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Part A: Set up a Qualtrics account by following the two steps below.
1. Create an e-mail alias that ends with either @byu.edu or @byu.net. Do this on myBYU
under Communication -> E-mail Alias Manager. You can still have this e-mail forward to
your regular e-mail, but you must have an e-mail ending with @byu.edu or @byu.net to
create a Qualtrics account.
2. Create a Qualtrics account by going to byu.qualtrics.com and clicking on “Please click
here to create an account.” Once you create your account you will receive an e-mail from
Qualtrics in order to confirm your account. The survey cannot be shared with you unless
you have confirmed your account. If you experience problems with this, please contact
one of the TAs.
Part B: Identify and contact at least 6 stakeholders from your life, and invite them to participate
in your 360-degree assessment. In identifying them, consult the list below, and try your best to
find stakeholders from the widest variety of backgrounds possible. If you desire, you may invite
more than 6 stakeholders (this is actually beneficial and will likely help you to gain more
personal insight).





Personal (spouse, parent, grandparent, or other relative)
Employment (supervisor, coworker, or subordinate)
Educational (research adviser, teammates from past group projects, professor, TA)
Religious (church leader, people you have served with/led in a church calling)

The stakeholders you identify should be persons who have had, currently or in the past, a "stake"
in your leadership qualities. They should have enough personal experience with you (typically at
least a 3-4 month relationship) to provide accurate results. In addition, their opinions of you, and
the honesty of the feedback they provide, should not be heavily influenced by your personal
relationship with them. This is especially true when selecting family members or other relatives.
If this is the case, be sure to select individuals who will provide the most honest and candid
results.
When you contact your stakeholders, let each of them know that the survey will take
approximately 15-20 minutes to complete, that you would like an honest and objective
evaluation, and that their responses will be anonymous.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment, submit a document to Learning Suite
with the following:
 A statement that you have successfully created a Qualtrics account, and that your account
has been confirmed.
 The e-mail address you used to set up your account.
 A list of each of your stakeholders, including their name, relationship, and category.
______________________________________________________________________________
Survey Distribution Instructions: The instructions below are not actually a part of this
assignment, but are the steps to follow afterwards, when you actually administer the survey to
the stakeholders. The TA is available to address any questions you may have.
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1. After the TA has shared the survey with you, the survey will appear in your Qualtrics
account under the “My Surveys” tab. The survey is titled “360 Leadership Assessment”.
2. Create your own copy of the survey by selecting the “Copy” icon on the right hand side
of the screen, and then add your name to the end of the title so it reads “360 Leadership
Assessment - Your Name”. It is this copy of the survey that you will distribute to your
stakeholders, not the original that was shared with you by the instructor/TA.
3. To distribute the survey, ensure that the “Open Access” toggle under the “Survey
Options” tab is activated. Next, click on the “Distribute Survey” tab and then copy and
paste the link which appears into an e-mail message that you will send out to your
stakeholders. You will need to compose your own e-mail message explaining to your
stakeholders the expectations and how to complete the survey, as outlined in the
assignment instructions.
4. While you are awaiting their responses, you should complete the survey for yourself.
Create an additional copy of the survey (see step #2 above) so that it will keep your
responses separate from the responses of your stakeholders.
5. After all participants have taken the survey click the “View Results” tab to view the
responses. You can also click on this tab to check how many of your stakeholders have
taken the survey. If some of your stakeholders do not complete the survey, you should
send them a reminder or identify new stakeholders.
C.2.2 – Team Evaluation #1
Throughout the course of your Capstone project, your team will hold three group discussions.
The purpose for these discussions is to help identify strengths and weaknesses, set goals, and
evaluate your progress (both individually and in your group). This assignment is the first of the
three evaluations. You should also read ahead to the Team Evaluation #2 and #3 assignments so
that you know what is expected beforehand.
For this assignment your team will meet as a group to set goals for the project. Before coming to
this group discussion you will need to have completed a 360-degree leadership assessment.
Based upon what you learned from your 360-assessment, you will set personal goals regarding
your contribution to the team and what you plan to accomplish throughout the project. At the
group meeting you will disclose to your group your weaknesses and your strengths that you
learned from the 360-assessment, as well as the goals which you set for yourself. Each member
of the team will take a turn sharing with the group. Once each of the team members has
completed their disclosure, the team as a whole will discuss and establish goals, objectives, and
team-member expectations for the project.
This discussion should take approximately 20-30 minutes, and should be done at the beginning
of your team’s first meeting. If your team has a designated leader for the project, this person will
facilitate this meeting. If your team does not have a leader for the project, a person will need to
be assigned to lead the discussion.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment you will submit through Learning Suite
a document (1/2 - 1 page, single spaced) which includes the following:
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1. What are the main weaknesses and strengths that you learned about yourself from the
360-assessment, and what are the goals that you set for yourself for the project?
2. Did your team hold a meeting/discussion, according to the criteria outlined above, and
did you attend and participate in this meeting?
3. What are the goals, objectives, and expectations that your team as a whole established for
the project?
4. Write a paragraph about your personal reflections from this experience.
C.2.3 – Team Evaluation #2a
For this assignment you will perform a team-member evaluation for each of your teammates.
Prior to performing the evaluation you should study the reading on supportive communication
which is attached. When you provide the feedback, pay particular attention to “The Eight
Attributes of Supportive Communication” in Table 4.2 on pg. 247 of the reading.
To complete the evaluations, fill out a copy of the attached Word document for each of your
teammates and then provide them with a copy of their feedback. You will also complete and
deliver the attached mentor evaluation. It is up to your discretion how you want to fill out (i.e.,
electronically or by hand) and deliver (by e-mail or in person) these forms, but it is your personal
responsibility to ensure that each of your teammates and your mentor receive a copy of their
individual feedback. In addition, you should encourage your teammates to perform their
evaluations of you. You will receive points based upon the number of evaluations that you
receive (see item 3 below). Also, just so you are aware, your feedback will not be anonymous;
that is, your teammates will be aware of whom it is that rated them.
You should read ahead to “Team Evaluation #2b” so that you know what is expected beforehand,
and also to ensure that you have adequate time to plan and coordinate a team meeting before the
due date.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment, submit through Learning Suite a
document with your responses to the following:
1. Did you read and reflect upon the reading on supportive communication?
2. Did you complete and deliver a copy of the team-member evaluation to each of your
teammates? (Yes or No. If no, what percentage of the evaluations did you complete?)
3. Did you complete and deliver a copy of the mentor evaluation to your graduate student
mentor?
4. What percentage of your teammates performed an evaluation of you? List the names of
any teammates who did not evaluate you.
C.2.4 –Team Evaluation #2b
After all members of your team have completed the evaluations, you will once again set personal
goals regarding your contribution to the team and what you plan to accomplish throughout the
remainder of the project, only this time it will be based upon the feedback which you received
from your teammates. After doing this, you will once again hold a group discussion, following
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the same basic format as the previous meeting. In this discussion you will report to your group
members how well you think you fulfilled the goals which you set for yourself at evaluation #1.
You will also disclose to your group what you learned about yourself from this evaluation, and
the goals which you set for yourself going forward. Again, each member of the team will take a
turn sharing, and then the team as a whole will follow-up on its previous goals, and set new goals
for the remainder of the project. Just as with evaluation #1, this discussion should take 20-30
minute, although this time it will be facilitated by your graduate student mentor.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment you will submit through Learning Suite
a document (1/2 - 1 page, single spaced) which includes the following:
1. How well did you achieve the goals which you set for yourself at the first evaluation?
2. What are the main weaknesses and strengths that you learned about yourself from the
feedback you received from your teammates, and what are the goals that you set for
yourself for the remainder of the project?
3. Did your team hold a meeting/discussion, according to the criteria outlined above, and
did you attend and participate in this meeting? (Yes or No)
4. What are the goals that your team as a whole set for the remainder of the project?
5. Write a paragraph about your personal reflections from this experience.
C.2.5 – Team Evaluation #3
For this evaluation, follow the same basic procedure which you followed for the previous
evaluations. This includes, reviewing the reading on supportive communication, as well as
completing and delivering a copy of the evaluation to each of your teammates as well as the
separate evaluation for your mentor. In addition, just as you did in the second evaluation, you
will hold a team discussion facilitated by your graduate mentor; however, this discussion will not
involve goals going forward, and is more so a follow-up to the previous goals and a recap of the
project. As you will have now completed the project, this meeting is intended as a chance for
your team to reflect upon and discuss the team's overall performance and experience on the
project.
Submission Instructions: To complete this assignment you will submit through Learning Suite
a document (1/2 - 1 page, single spaced) which includes the following:
1. Did you review the reading on supportive communication? (Yes or No)
2. Did you complete and deliver a copy of the team-member evaluation to each of your
teammates? (Yes or No. If no, what percentage of the evaluations did you complete?)
3. Did you complete and deliver a copy of the mentor evaluation to your graduate student
mentor?
4. How well did you achieve the goals which you set for yourself throughout the project?
5. Did your team hold a meeting, according to the criteria outlined above, and did you
attend and participate in this meeting? (Yes or No)
6. Write a paragraph about your personal reflections of your experiences and growth (both
personal and team) on this project.
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C.2.6 – Team-member Evaluation Form
In evaluating the performance of this team member, consider and reflect upon each of the items
listed below. From this list, select one area which identifies this team member’s area of greatest
improvement, and one area which identifies their greatest contribution to the team, and then
write them in the spaces provided below. In addition, provide an explanation and justification for
your responses, and if possible include specific examples. In the end, please provide thoughtful,
honest, and accurate feedback, which will be helpful and useful to your teammate.
ATTENDANCE
Did they regularly attend group meetings? Were they late or absent for meetings, which required
the group to work around them or else reschedule the meeting?
CONTRIBUTION
Did they do their fair share of the work? Did they actively participate in group meetings and
contribute ideas? Did they come to group meetings prepared?
INTERPERSONAL SKILLS
Were they courteous and cooperative? Did they value different perspectives and seek input from
other team members? Did they resolve disagreements in a mature and straightforward manner?
QUALITY OF WORK
Were they competent in completing the tasks which they were assigned? Did their work meet
project requirements and the expectations of the rest of the group?
TIMELINESS
Did they meet deadlines set by the group? Did they cause delays in the work of other group
members? Did other group members have to pick up this person's work in order for the team to
meet deadlines?
RESPONSIBILITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
Did they carry out their assigned tasks? Did they make excuses or blame others when they failed
to complete a task or meet a deadline?
TASK SUPPORT
Did they freely share information and provide assistance to others? Did they volunteer to do
tasks which may have been outside of their area of interest, yet were necessary to complete the
project?
Your name:
Name of person you are evaluating:
Area of most needed improvement:
Justification/explanation:
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Area of greatest strength:
Justification/explanation:

You may also provide any additional comments, if any, regarding the performance of your
teammate which were not addressed in your previous comments.

C.2.7 – Mentor Evaluation Form
In the spaces below, please provide a written evaluation of the graduate student mentor for your
capstone project. Your comments may address areas for improvement, and/or strengths. Please
provide thoughtful and honest feedback, which will be helpful and useful to your mentor. In
addition, please explain and justify your responses, and if possible include specific examples.
Keep in mind that the major purpose of the mentor is not to do the work of the project for you,
but to help facilitate and coordinate the efforts of your team; both within the team itself, and also
with the project sponsor.
Your name:
Name of your project mentor:
How invested and committed was your mentor to fulfilling his/her role on the project, and to the
success of your team?

How effective was your mentor at facilitating communication and teamwork among your team
members?
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How consistent and timely was your mentor at responding to your requests for information or
assistance?

Please provide any additional comments, if any, regarding the performance of your graduate
student mentor that were not addressed in your previous comments.
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